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Abstract 
 
Throughout the 2005-2006 academic year, we have attempted to answer the question 
“How has the Latvian food safety system evolved since 1999 and how has institutional 
influence from the WHO and EU affected this process?” We have done this by 
consulting official Republic of Latvia government documents, European Union and 
World Health Organization documents, general knowledge resources in order to 
familiarize ourselves with the fields of food safety and environmental health, and 
through personal contact and interaction with the Latvian Food and Veterinary 
Service, Ministry of Agriculture, and Ministry of Health. We have furthermore 
consulted relevant theoretical sources regarding Europeanization and wicked 
problems. These efforts have led us to conclude that the Latvian food safety system 
has evolved to incorporate a holistic approach and cooperation between stakeholders 
in order to achieve its main goal of food safety insurance. Through this evolution, the 
system has become more efficient and effective. Additionally, while Latvia is a 
Member State of both the European Union and World Health Organization, it is the 
European Union that is the driving force behind the system’s reformation. 
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1. Introduction 
 
1.1. Subject 
 
This report concerns food safety as a part of environmental health. Specifically, this 
report investigates food safety systems evolution in Latvia from 1999-2005. In 
Europe, particular attention has been paid to food safety and food safety problems 
following well publicized problems such as Bovine Spongiform Encephalopathy 
(BSE). International Organizations, such as the World Health Organization (WHO) 
and European Union (EU), also concern themselves with food safety and related 
issues as part of their greater policy programmes. 
 
1.2. Problem Area  
 
Health is affected by many factors including environmental stressors; however, many 
of the cause and effect frameworks regarding environmental stressors and health 
remain unknown. (Commission for the European Communities (EC). “The European 
Environment & Health Action Plan 2004 – 2010.”) Making use of known information 
in the best interest of the public is essential, as much remains unknown and yet to be 
discovered.  
 
Since many factors involved in environmental health are outside of individual control, 
the public relies on policy makers to protect them through policy and policy 
implementation. Good policies are essential to good health, and good policies that 
evolve over time to incorporate up to date information are necessary to ensure the best 
protection for the public as is possible. All areas of environmental health need more 
investigation, including food safety, regardless of the policy actions taken. This is 
why it is essential for policies to be able to evolve to incorporate new information as it 
is discovered and confirmed, in order to provide a public policy that can protect 
public interest, in this case health.   
 
As one focus of environmental health, food safety is something that affects all people. 
Insuring good food safety is essential to protecting the public interest and public 
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health. Food safety insurance is the main goal of policies regarding food safety. Since 
food safety, outside of preparing food at home, is largely beyond the sphere of 
individual involvement, this is a field in which the public expects protection through 
governmental authorities. These authorities in turn produce policies to ensure food 
safety. It is therefore essential to make sure that these policies are fluent and capable 
of adapting to new research and information, keeping in mind that the consequences 
of many environmental hazards, including those affecting food safety, are unknown or 
are not well understood. (Commission for the European Communities (EC). “The 
European Environment & Health Action Plan 2004 – 2010.”) 
 
Keeping these facts in mind, we chose to examine the evolution of Latvia’s food 
safety system. By examining this particular case, we hoped to gain further insight 
regarding food safety systems and insurance. Latvia presents an interesting case study 
as their food safety system underwent a great reformation during the period from 
1999 to 2005. Incorporated within this time period is Latvia’s accession period to the 
EU, which ended in 2004 when Latvia became a Member State.  
 
There is a European effort to recognize the importance of food safety and 
environmental health. Organizations such as the European Union and the World 
Health Organization have programmes that centre on these issues. These institutions 
also create and recommend policies incorporating food safety and environmental 
health in Europe. Additionally, European states have their own policies regarding 
food safety and environmental health. These states, if Member States of the European 
Union, must adapt their programmes to fit with EU directives.  
 
This is why we have chosen to consider the influencing factors that have affected the 
systems evolution process in Latvia as an important part of our project.  To better 
understand how the current system came to be, we must consider the influences put 
upon it at all stages of development.  
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1.3. Problem Formulation 
 
These considerations have led us to ask the question: How has the Latvian food safety 
system evolved since 1999 and how has institutional influence from the WHO and EU 
affected this process? 
 
Within this project, ‘Latvian food safety system’ is taken to mean all areas and 
processes regulated by the Latvian government under the title of food safety, food 
circulation, and food security. Therefore, it encompasses all of the components of the 
food chain, in both public and private sectors. 
  
To help the reader better understand the concepts involved in this project and the 
problem formulation, we have provided an extensive review of the relevant concepts 
and background information for this project in Chapter 2.  
 
During the undertaking of this project, we used working questions to help guide us in 
our research and to help us ultimately answer the problem formulation. These 
working questions are as follows:  
1. How can we define environmental health and food safety – what do we 
understand by these terms and what do they include? 
 
2. What are the Latvian and greater European approaches to ensuring food safety 
throughout the food chain? 
 
3. What were the driving forces behind Latvia’s food safety system reform? 
 
4. How large of a role did/does the WHO and EU play in influencing the Latvian 
system’s reform? 
 
5. What is Latvia’s approach to solving wicked problems, problems of incredibly 
high complexity, in relation to food safety? 
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1.4. Methods and Design  
 
In doing research for this project, we gathered information from written sources such 
as book, journals and Latvian government documents and websites. We also 
consulted the websites of the WHO and EU, as many written materials can be found 
in electronic format on those websites, and these websites are reputable. Other 
reputable websites were also consulted for information. Furthermore, we were 
fortunate to have personal contact with members of the Food and Veterinary Service, 
the Ministry of Agriculture, and the Ministry of Health in Latvia, with whom we were 
able to have discussions and from whom we requested official documents.  
 
The limits of our project are largely due to our methods. This is owed to the fact that 
our empirical data is collected largely from official Latvian governmental publications 
and sources, as well as from WHO and EU self published sources, and there is the 
chance that these documents may not be as self-critical as is warranted. Despite the 
reputable reputations of our electronic sources, we acknowledge that the information 
from these sources may be biased to accommodate the agendas of the publishing 
organizations. While there was an effort to seek out Latvian non-governmental 
sources of information, this was futile as there are no readily available sources of this 
type of information. Therefore, the data we present is replicated from these official 
sources without a critical view.  
 
The design of our project report is intended to provide the reader with a well 
structured fluent path through the presentation of our research and findings, beginning 
here in the introduction and ending in the final chapter of the report. The structure is 
as follows with notes about the content and perspective in which it is presented. 
 
Chapter 1: Introduction  
This chapter includes the Subject of the report, the Problem Area and Problem 
Formulation, as well as a section about Method and Design used in the project and 
project report.  
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Chapter 2: Environmental Health and Food Safety  
This chapter serves as an introduction to the concepts discussed in this project, such 
as environmental health and food safety. The information is presented as it was 
collected, and therefore may present a ‘textbook view’ of the concepts discussed. This 
is, however, acceptable for our project as this chapter serves to familiarize the reader 
with what we view as important background information for having a grounded 
understanding of the topics addressed in the project.  
 
Chapter 3: Institutional Change in Europe and Wicked Problems 
This chapter presents relevant theoretical viewpoints for our project. The chapter is 
split into two sections. The first is concerned with institutional change in Europe, 
particularly regarding the Central and Eastern European states admitted into the EU in 
2004. The second part of the chapter discusses wicked problems in an environmental 
health perspective. The information is presented without criticism, as the aim of this 
chapter is to familiarize the reader with these discussions and to introduce these ideas 
as they are used further in the report to evaluate empirical material by way of 
discussion. 
 
Chapter 4: The European Outlook on Food Safety 
This chapter gives an overview of how the EU and WHO address food safety. Within 
the chapter, an overview of food safety areas addressed by each organization is 
presented, as well as an overview of their general stances on the topic. An explanation 
of the organizational structures is also included. This is presented without criticism or 
discussion.  
 
Chapter 5: Food Safety in Latvia 
Within this chapter, there is a presentation of the main food safety challenges 
regarding the time period from after the fall of the Soviet Union to the present. The 
development of food safety policies and the overall system over this time period is 
presented, along with an explanation of the current system and major legislation. This 
information is presented as it was gathered from official Latvian governmental 
sources.  
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Chapter 6:  “How has the Latvian food safety system evolved since 1999 and how has 
institutional influence from the WHO and EU affected this process?” A Discussion. 
In this chapter we discuss the empirical material and theoretical materials previously 
presented in context with one another. The discussion is divided into five parts, each 
with a particular area of focus. At the end of each discussion, a sub-conclusion is 
formed. These sub-conclusions are later used to help formulate the overall 
conclusions of the project. It is in this chapter that the previously un-evaluated 
materials are subjected to criticism.  
 
Chapter 7: Conclusions 
In this chapter we briefly recap the sub-conclusions reached in the discussion and then 
use them to formulate the ultimate conclusions of the project. These are the 
conclusions that provide an answer to the problem formulation. We also evaluate the 
quality of the conclusions, given the constraints of the project.  
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2. Environmental Health and Food Safety  
 
Due to the fact that our project deals with environmental health and food safety, fields 
with which many people may not be acquainted, we have decided to dedicate this 
chapter to the presentation of these concepts. This includes both the definitions of key 
terms and a short overview of the main sub-fields covered by both environmental 
health and food safety. It is our hope that by providing this information, the reader 
will gain a sense of the concepts themselves and gain a greater understanding of the 
specific ways these concepts are used within our project. 
 
2.1. Environmental Health 
 
Environmental health is defined by the World Health Organization as comprising, 
“…those aspects of human health, including quality of life, that are determined by 
physical, chemical, biological, social, and psychosocial factors in the environment. It 
also refers to the theory and practice of assessing, correcting, controlling, and 
preventing those factors in the environment that can potentially affect adversely the 
health of present and future generations.” (WHO: Protection of the Human 
Environment) Stated in another way, environmental health regards the relationship, 
interactions and consequences upon health of people on their environment and the 
environment on people. 
 
The WHO and UNEP attribute 25-33% of the total burden of worldwide disease to 
environmental hazards, therefore this significant number of disease relates to 
environmental health. (WHO: Health and Environment Linkages Initiative; WHO 
Regional Office for Europe: Environmental health) This is just one illustration of how 
important environmental health is globally. Everyone, regardless of global location or 
social stature, is susceptible to environmental risk factors such as pollution. (World 
Health Organization (WHO) Regional Office for Europe. Health and the Environment 
in the WHO European Region: Situation and Policy at the beginning of the 21  
century, 4) 
st
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As there are many environments ranging from the personal environment consisting of 
the environment in the control of the individual, to the ambient (outdoor) 
environment, to the workplace (occupational) environment, and others, there are 
many sub-topics of interest within environmental health. (Moeller 2005, 2 -10)  Some 
sub-topics focus more on environmental factors and hazards, such as noise, radiation, 
and environmental disease. A further discussion of sub-topics within environmental 
health will take place later in this chapter.  
 
Given the large nature of this field, policy and action governing the field often take 
multidisciplinary approaches in order to best fit the multidisciplinary nature of the 
field. There are many factors involved in environmental health that are not well 
understood, such as long term effects of exposure to persistent agents in the 
environment.(EU: Environment and Health) For that reason policy and governance 
approaches must incorporate multifaceted methods to address as many factors as are 
known given current information. This is one of the reasons that gathering 
information about environmental health and establishing databases about 
environmental health is so important and is a main focus of researchers within the 
field of environmental health. (EC: The European Environmental & Health Action 
Plan 2004 – 2010, 4)  
 
Policy regarding environmental health is extraordinarily important due to the fact that 
many environments are out of personal individual control, and therefore there is a 
reliance on and expectance for public authorities and institutions to govern the threat 
level posed by the environment to human health. (EC: The European Environmental 
& Health Action Plan 2004 – 2010, 3) In short, the public expects adequate protection 
to be provided to them by institutions that have the power to do so.  Adding to the 
challenge of creating effective policy regarding environmental health is the fact that 
environmental health bridges many sectors as well as parts of government, and 
therefore there are multiple stakeholders involved in policy planning, consultation, 
and policy making.(WHO Europe: Environmental health)  
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2.1.1. Environmental Health and Public Health 
 
Given the nature of environmental health as a subject of vital interest to public 
wellness, a presentation of the relationship between public health and environmental 
health is warranted.  
 
According to Moeller, “…the interactions of people with their environment are an 
important component of public health. In its broadest sense, environmental health is 
the segment of public health that is concerned with assessing, understanding, and 
controlling the impacts of people on their environment and the impacts of the 
environment on them.” (Moeller 2005, 1) So, then, we can define environmental 
health as a sector of public health.  
 
Public health is defined by Beaglehole and Bonita as, “... ‘collective action for 
sustained population-wide health improvement’, which emphasises the hallmarks of 
public health practice: the focus on actions and interventions which require collective 
(or collaborative or organised) actions; sustainability, that is, the need to embed 
policies within supportive systems; and the goals of public health: population-wide 
health improvement implying a concern to reduce health inequalities. A fundamental 
characteristic of public health action is that it acts primarily on the determinants of 
health that lie outside the control of individuals and are not responsive to market 
forces.” (Beaglehole and Bonita 2004, 174) This definition and description is 
presented after careful consideration of the multiple definitions of public health that 
have been presented by scholars over the last century, most emphasizing what public 
health does, its goal for accomplishment.  
 
As public health covers a large number of specific areas, sub-fields within public 
health are commonly considered. These include such fields as biostatistics, 
epidemiology, and behavioural health for example. One such field is environmental 
health, although it is sometimes considered in conjunction with occupational health to 
be one subject. Occupational health is sometimes included within environmental 
health as a sub-topic, while in other cases occupational health is considered 
separately. This generally varies by organization and/or source consulted.   
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2.1.2. Areas of Interest within Environmental Health 
 
Areas of interest within environmental health can largely be considered by 
environment, such as working environment, or by environmental agent or indicator 
such as noise or air quality. When considering environmental health by environment, 
areas of interest may include the human body, the ambient environment, the 
socioeconomic environment, the working environment, and the urban environment 
amongst others. (Moeller 2005, 2-9) Conversely, environmental health may be studied 
by sub-topics along the lines of factors such as noise levels, exposure to ultraviolet 
light, exposure to radiation, indoor air quality versus outdoor air quality and so on. 
(CDC: National Center for Environmental Health) 
 
Additionally, when considering the agents and factors that play a vital role in 
determining environmental health, attention is also paid to the relationships between 
environmental agents and the systems/diseases they are known to significantly affect. 
An example of this would be the relationship between air pollution and respiratory 
health, inclusive of diseases such as asthma. (CDC: National Center for 
Environmental Health) Along this line, one particular area of interest within 
environmental health is environmental diseases. These include allergies and asthma as 
caused by air pollutants in both outdoor and indoor environments, infertility arising 
from exposure to chemicals, and job related illnesses arising from agents found in the 
workplace such as radiation or noise to name a few examples. (NIH: National Institute 
of Environmental Health Sciences)  
 
Another area of great interest regarding environmental health is the study of 
vulnerability within populations. This is to say that some members of a particular 
population may be affected more greatly, or less greatly, by exposure to the same 
environmental risk factors. (World Health Organization (WHO) Regional Office for 
Europe. Health and the Environment in the WHO European Region: Situation and 
Policy at the beginning of the 21  century, 4st ) One vulnerable population that is 
widely being studied is children. Children are especially susceptible to environmental 
hazards, and as much of human development occurs during childhood, this is of great 
concern. (NIH: National Institute of Environmental Health Sciences) 
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The area of interest explored in this project is that of food safety. Just as all people are 
exposed to environmental agents and hazards, so may all people be exposed to these 
hazards and agents through consumption of food. Similarly, as environmental health 
has many sub-topics associated with its study, so does food safety. Some of these sub-
areas include exposure to chemical and biological contaminants, genetic modification, 
and handling practices. In the remainder of this chapter, food safety will be defined 
and described in further detail and a presentation of the general principles governing 
food safety will also be given. 
 
2.2. Food Safety as a Main Factor of Environmental Health and Basic Food 
Safety Principles 
 
2.2.1. Food safety and Environmental health 
 
As previously defined, “Environmental health is the segment of public health that is 
concerned with assessing, understanding, and controlling the impacts of the people on 
the environment and the impacts of the environment to them.” (Moeller, 2005:1) The 
environmental health problems related to food include, “…provision of food supplies 
that are adequate and safe.” (Moeller, 2005:1)  
 
Here, we would like to stress that food safety is one of the main factors of 
environmental health because it influences every human being on the Earth. 
Furthermore, ensuring food safety is one of the main contemporary environmental 
health regulatory challenges. (Morrene and Lohner, 2002:85)  
 
Defining food safety 
Food safety is something that all people are influenced by every day, even if it is not 
specifically thought about. (Cynthia, 2001:3) The current understanding of food safety 
is relatively recent, although food safety problems reach far back into history to the 
origins of Homo sapiens. The first step in establishing what foods were safe to eat was 
probably an assumption that fruits and vegetables were safe to eat if they did not 
cause obvious harm to animals when consumed. Later freezing, drying, smoking, 
salting and fermentation were recognized as safe food preparation tactics. Another 
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precursor of modern food processing was cooking. But despite all this and other 
improvements including modern technologies, nutrition and food contamination 
problems remained and they still exist today. (Roberts, 1981:3) 
 
Food safety is a very broad area that includes the complete food chain from seed or 
livestock genotype to consumption. This includes production, preparation and 
handling of food. (Henster and Harisson, 2001:25) There are a lot of definitions 
available in literature about what food safety means. In simple words, as defined by 
the WHO, “Food safety is the assurance that food will not cause harm to the consumer 
when it is prepared and/or eaten.” (Robertson et al, 2004:91) When talking about food 
safety, it is important to define what food means as well. According to Regulation 
(EC) No 178/2002 of the European Parliament and of the Council, “…food means any 
substance or product, whether processed, partially processed or unprocessed, intended 
to be, or reasonably expected to be ingested by humans”. (Regulation (EC) No 
178/2002) From a food safety aspect, safe food is free from toxins, pesticides, 
chemical and physical contaminants and from microbiological pathogens such as 
bacteria and viruses that can cause illness. (Cynthia, 2001: 4) 
 
2.2.2. Food Safety Challenges 
 
Food contamination as a cause for foodborne illnesses 
In this section there is a description of the contaminants commonly found in food and 
their effects on human health. 
 
As defined by the World Health Organization, “Foodborne illnesses are defined as 
diseases, usually either infectious or toxic in nature, caused by agents that enter the 
body through the ingestion of food. Every person is at risk of foodborne illness.” 
(World Health Organization: Media Centre. Food Safety and Food Born Ilnesses)  
 
Contaminants that can gain access to the food chain at any stage, during growing, 
processing, preparation and storage of food, are divided in two broad categories – 
biological agents and chemicals. Biological agents include bacteria, viruses, molds, 
antibiotics, parasites, and their toxins. Chemical contaminants include lead, cadmium, 
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mercury, nitrates, and organic compounds. (Moeller, 2005:129) Further in this text, 
biological and chemical food contamination will be discussed to a greater extent, as 
these types of contamination are recognized as some of the main threats towards 
human health.  
 
Microbiological contamination  
Foodborne hazards of microbiological origin are ranked as the greatest risk of food 
safety. (Roberts, 1981:5) Microorganisms are defined as, “…a collection of organisms 
that share the characteristic of being visible only with a microscope. Members of the 
microbial world are very diverse and include bacteria, cyanobacteria, rickettsiae, 
chlamydiae, fungi, unicellular (single-celled) algae, protozoa, and viruses.” (Food 
Safety site: Educator resources. Define “microorganisms”). 
 
 Microbes are ever-present, and can be found in food at any stage of the food chain. 
There is a risk of contamination from these microbes if food is handled improperly. 
Microorganisms most commonly associated with foodborne illness are bacteria, 
parasites and viruses (The European Food Information Council).   
 
Bacterial contamination is known as the main threat to public health (European Policy 
on food safety, 2000:38). Bacterial contamination is a problem of microbial origin as 
bacteria are microbes. Certain bacteria that have gained access to foods can be 
ingested and transported to the human digestive tract and cause illnesses.(Moeller, 
2005:133) Such bacteria are Bacillus cereus, Clostridium perfringens, Clostridium 
botulinum, Escherichia coli (E.coli ) Campylobacter jejuni, Listeria monocytogenes, 
Salmonella, Staphylococcus aureus, Vibrio parahaemolyticus and other marine 
Vibrio (The European  Food Information Council). Escherichia coli (E.coli) 
Campylobacter jejuni, Listeria monocytogenes, Salmonella are foodborne pathogens 
that arise as a public health concern, “… these pathogens lead to various levels of 
gastrointestinal distress and, in some cases, can result as death.” (Morrene and 
Lohner, 2002:86) 
 
Another source of food-borne illnesses of microbiological origin are parasites that 
contaminate food. Parasites are defined as, “…organisms that derive nourishment and 
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protection from other living organisms known as hosts.” (Food Safety and Inspection 
Service. United States)  
 
There are two major ways parasites can be transmitted from food to humans. The first 
is when there are parasites present in human fecal matter. These parasites can be 
transmitted to drinking water or to food that is handled by infected persons. Parasites 
can also be found on vegetables and fruits if grown in soils which are fertilized with 
infected feces. The second way parasites can be transmitted from food to humans is 
when parasites develop in tissues of animals which are eaten by humans. (Food Safety 
Site. Educator resources. Explain how parasites contamine food)) 
 
Common parasites are Giardia duodenalis, Cryptosporidium parvum, Cyclospora 
cayetanensis, Toxoplasma gondii, Trichinella spiralis, Taenia saginata, and Taenia 
solium (Food Safety and Inspection Service. United States). 
 
Microbiological contamination of food also includes viruses. “Viruses are the smallest 
of the foodborne microbial contaminants. They are packets of infectious genetic 
material wrapped with an outer layer of protein. Unlike bacteria, viruses cannot 
multiply outside of their specific host - human, animal, or plant. Although inert in the 
environment, viruses transmitted by food are quite hardy and remain infectious while 
stored in the refrigerator or the freezer. Therefore, maintaining foods at proper 
temperatures does not reduce the presence of viral agents. Viruses can also withstand 
the low pH of the stomach and the harsh detergent conditions of the upper small 
intestine.” (Food Safety Site: Educator resources. Define “viruses”) 
 
 Common viral agents that can cause foodborne illnesses are Norwalk-like viruses 
(NLVs); those illnesses that cause infectious hepatitis and bovine spongiform 
encephalopathy (mad cow disease). (Moeller, 2005:136)  
 
 Bacteria, viruses, and fungi by themselves may not be harmful to human health. They 
can, however, produce toxins than can cause foodborne illnesses, which in some cases 
may lead to death. They can be introduced into food by inappropriate handling or they 
can be naturally present. Most common toxins are introduced into food by improper 
handling, and in most cases are produced by bacteria. Such bacteria are, for instance, 
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Stapylococcus aureus, which can produce one or more enterotoxins that can lead to 
severe illness. Another bacterium, Clostridium botulinum, produces a neurotoxin that 
causes botulism, which is a paralytic illness that can lead to death. (Moeller, 
2005:137) 
  
Toxins that are naturally present in food are, for example, carotatoxin (a nerve 
poison), myristicin (a hallucionogen) and isaflavones (an estrogenic effect) which are 
present in carrots, or there are such toxins as aflotoxins in peanut butter. These 
normally would not be permitted as regulated additives. “The common assumption 
that “natural” is safe and human made is suspect is contrary to current scientific 
knowledge. In fact, a typical diet contains far more natural carcinogens than synthetic 
ones.” (Moeller, 2005:139)  
 
Chemical contamination 
There are a variety of organic and inorganic chemicals in foods, which can be added 
to foods purposefully, or may result from human action. (Moeller, 2005:140) As 
stated by the WHO, “The contamination of food by chemical hazards is a worldwide 
public health concern. Contamination may occur through environmental pollution of 
the air, water and soil, such as the case with toxic metals, PCBs and dioxins, or 
through the intentional use of various chemicals, such as pesticides, animal drugs and 
other agrochemicals. Food additives and contaminants resulting from food 
manufacturing processing can also adversely affect health.” (World Health 
Organization: Food Safety. Chemicals and risks.) 
  
In contrast to microbiological contamination, chemical contamination is not as 
evident. Even though some chemicals may cause a quick reaction, the concern is 
normally that disease may occur long after exposure or that chronic exposure will 
produce a slow irreversible degradation. (Hester and Harrison, 2001; 25)  
 
Environmental contaminants may have common features, such as resistance to 
degradation and extreme stability in many environmental compartments, and a 
tendency to accumulate in food.  There are two major ways in which environmental 
contaminants can gain access to food – inadvertent release of chemicals in to the 
environment, particularly within watersheds or by mishandling of chemical 
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substances. The second way environmental contaminants gain access to food is when 
contaminants are released from natural sources such as geological formation. 
(Roberts, 1981:142) Environmental pollutants include lead, mercury, polychlorinated 
biphenyls (PCB’s), dioxins and radionuclides. (Robertson et al, 2004:92) 
 
Chemical hazards to food can arise from agricultural and veterinary practices as well, 
such as the use of pesticides, fertilizer, and veterinary drugs, and from food-
processing and packaging techniques (such as the use of chloropropanols and 
nitrosamines). (Robertson et al, 2004:92) 
 
2.2.3. Additional Challenges 
 
Genetically Modified Food 
Genetically modified food is defined as, “…food product derived in whole or part 
from a genetically modified organism (GMO) such as a crop plant, animal or microbe 
such as yeast. Genetically modified foods have been available since the 1990s. The 
principal ingredients of GM foods currently available are derived from genetically 
modified soybean, maize and canola.”( Wikipedia, Online encyclopedia: Gentically 
Modified Food) Genetically Modified Organisms are organisms that contain either 
genes from other plants, animals, or bacterial species, or modified  genes contructed 
in labarotories. (Moeller, 2005:151) The reason using genetic modification is to make 
organisms resistant to drought, impoverished soils, desease, insects or to  confer other 
advantages. (Moeller, 2005:151) 
 
GM food is one of the most contorversal subjects in the field of food safety. One of 
the main benefits of GM plants is their role in increasing the production of food in 
less developed countries, as well as economic and environmental benefits related to 
significantly reduced greenhouse gas emissions from not using conventional 
agricultural practices. However, there are a lot of risks asociated with GM plants. 
Major risks related to GM foods include the potential for  spreading novel genes to 
wild plants, development of insects resistant to natural toxins, and the possible 
introduction of allergens into foods. Introduction of allergens could cause concern 
with respects to human impacts. Scientists are working to solve these problems, but  
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there are still a great number of uncertainities and discussions about risks versus 
benefits of GM food.(Moeller, 2005:151-153; Wikipedia, Online encyclopedia: 
Gentically Modified Food) 
 
BSE 
Antother remarcable food safety challenge is Bovine spongiform encephalopathy 
(BSE), commonly known as mad cow disease. It is defined as, “… fatal, 
neurodegenerative disease of cattle, which is transmissable to humans through 
misshaped prion proteins, caused by eating infected tissues.” (Wiktionary, a Wiki 
based opend dictionary: Bovine Spongiform Encephalotopy) 
 
The reason why this disease has attracted a great deal of attention is that it can be 
contracted by humans as well as bovines. “It is thought to be the cause of variant 
Creutzfeldt-Jakob disease (vCJD), sometimes called new variant Creutzfeldt-Jakob 
disease (nvCJD), which is a human brain-wasting disease.” (Eating Veal Makes Mad 
Cows: Disease Facts: Mad Cow Disease Facts) 
 
Regarding the origin of BSE, “…research indicates that the first probable infections 
of BSE in cows occurred during the 1970's with two cases of BSE being identified in 
1986. BSE possibly originated as a result of the feeding of scrapie-containing sheep 
meat-and-bone meal to cattle. There is strong evidence and general agreement that the 
outbreak was amplified and spread throughout the UK cattle industry by feeding 
rendered bovine meat-and-bone meal to young calves. The BSE epidemic in the 
United Kingdom peaked in January 1993 at almost 1,000 new cases per week. 
Through the end of April 2005, more than 184,000 cases of BSE had been confirmed 
in the United Kingdom alone in more than 35,000 herds.” (Department for Health and 
Human Services) 
 
In other countries, “…during the period from 1986 through 2001, the number of 
European countries reporting at least one indigenous BSE case increased from 4 
through 1993, to 8 through 1998, to 18 through 2001. During 2001-2003, three 
countries outside Europe (Canada, Japan, and Israel) reported their first indigenous 
BSE cases. The proportion of the annual total number of BSE cases worldwide 
reported outside the UK increased to more than 25% in 2000 and more than 55% in 
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2003. This increase reflected the declining large (more than 183,000 total cases) 
epidemic of BSE in the UK and the increasing number of other countries with 
improved surveillance and higher rates of BSE.” (Department for Health and Human 
Services) 
 
With regard to vCDJ, “…from 1995 through August 2004, 147 human cases of vCJD 
were reported in the United Kingdom (UK), 7 in France, and 1 each in Canada, 
Ireland, Italy, and the United States. The patients from Canada, Ireland, and the 
United States had lived in the UK during a key exposure period of the UK population 
to the BSE agent. By year of onset, the incidence of vCJD in the UK appears to have 
peaked in 1999 and to have been declining thereafter. However, the future pattern of 
this epidemic, including whether a second wave of cases might occur among a large, 
genetically less susceptible subgroup of the population, remains uncertain.” 
(Department for Health and Human Services) 
 
The aim of showing these statistics is to illustrate why this disease attracts great 
amounts of attention, and why it has been and still is such a big challenge, not only 
for the UK, but for countries all over the world.   
 
2.3. Food safety control principles 
 
To ensure food safety, there is a need for control of food throughout the entire food 
chain. There are several specific principles and values that are important to remember 
when talking about food control, and these must be taken in to consideration when 
developing food safety control systems. Such key principles, as stated by the WHO 
and FAO, are an integrated farm to table approach, also called the food chain 
approach, risk analysis and transparency. (Assuring food safety and Quality, 10-11) 
The food chain approach to food safety and risk assessment will be discussed in 
greater detail further in the text. 
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2.3.1. Food Safety insurance using the food chain approach  
 
It is important to be aware that contamination can gain access to food at any stage of 
the food chain. This is why there is more and more discussion about addressing food 
safety problems from the food chain approach known as the “farm to fork” or “stable 
to table” approach (figure 1.). This is defined by Federation of Veterinarians of 
Europe as, “…an holistic approach embracing all elements, which may have an 
impact on the safety of food, at every level of the food chain from the stable to the 
table.” (Food Safety. The Stable to table approach) Disease agents can be originated 
at any stage of food chain, if food is handled inappropriately, so an overall approach 
is to food safety is warranted. (Riemann and Cliver, 2006:833) 
 
To insure food safety, it is essential that there is cooperation among producers, 
processors, distributors, vendors, consumers and state authorities. In general, the 
relative duties of government authorities should include consumer protection against 
foodborne illnesses or injuries, in order to help maintain confidence in internationally 
marketed food sectors, generally by adoption of “Codex Alimentarius”. This is a 
programme, “…created in 1963 by FAO and WHO to develop food standards, 
guidelines and related texts such as codes of practice under the Joint FAO/WHO Food 
Standards Programme. The main purposes of this Programme are protecting health of 
the consumers and ensuring fair trade practices in the food trade, and promoting 
coordination of all food standards work undertaken by international governmental and 
non-governmental organizations.” (Food and Agriculture Organization/ World Health 
Organization: Codex Alimentarius) The system includes codes and guidelines, as well 
as provisions for the education of food handlers and consumers and research.  
 
Producers, sellers, and food handlers must realize the importance of strict food 
legislation and an efficient food control system. Food producers are responsible for 
maintaining healthy flocks and herds, and to supply safe crops and food sources that 
should be produced according to Good Agricultural Practices (GAPs). Food industry 
plant management’s responsibility is to provide food of a high degree of safety, as 
well as providing consumers with information enabling them to protect their food 
from contamination and spoilage. Food transporters are responsible for keeping and 
maintaining correct environmental conditions for food that are specified by food 
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producers and processors. Food handlers, retailers, and consumers are responsible for 
keeping food within the environmental conditions specified by producers and 
processors by following label instructions and hygiene procedures. (Riemann and 
Cliver , 2006:845) 
 
It is important to understand this approach needs to be addressed not only from 
national, but also from international perspectives since the global context for food 
safety is dynamic and evolving as a part of globalization processes. (FAO's Strategy 
for a Food Chain Approach to Food Safety and Quality) 
 
Figure 1. This figure illustrates the “stable to table approach” (Food 
Safety. The Stable to Table Approach) 
 
In literature, a separation is made between preharvest and postharvest food safety. 
This is not always an easy differentiation to follow because they are parts of the same 
food safety system. In this chapter, however, we will try to follow this division, since 
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some food safety measures are more applicable to individual parts of food safety 
systems. 
2.3.1.1. Pre-harvest food safety 
 
The meaning of the word harvest is “to gather a crop”. This relates to plants in the 
field, but it can also be applied to animal and animal products production. Pre-harvest 
food safety applies to the growing, packaging, and marketing of raw fruits and 
vegetables, as well as to animals and animal products on the farm level. It also applies 
to fishing and fish farming, where it regards the assurance of adequate raw materials. 
(Riemann and Cliver, 2006:833-834) 
 
Food contamination from pets is most likely to be post-harvest rather than pre-harvest 
because most animal products are not consumed raw by humans. An increasing 
amount of foodborne outbreaks are traced to contaminated fruits or vegetables, 
however, which are consumed raw. (Riemann and Cliver, 2006:834)  
 
Contaminating agents among animals often are spread through the fecal-oral route. 
Fruits and vegetables in the field can be contaminated from such sources as feces 
from humans and animals, contaminated “green” or inadequately composted manure, 
contaminated water, contaminated insects, and contaminated seeds. (Riemann and 
Cliver, 2006:838) 
 
To completely eliminate all pathogens from the pre-harvest environment is not 
possible. A more realistic aim for pre-harvest food safety interventions is the 
reduction of pathogen numbers in food, and the frequency, extent, and distribution of 
such contaminants in the pre-harvest phase; ideally to levels that will reduce the 
degree of hazard to public health. (Isaacson et al., 2004:1) 
 
For this purpose, several methods have been developed over the years to reduce the 
number of pathogens in food. The new methods have not replaced the old ones, but 
instead the new and old methods are combined. To give an example, according to 
Delazari, in Riemann and Cliver, for the eradication of foodborne diseases from 
animal populations such methods are as follows: slaughter of infected and exposed 
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animals, quarantine to prevent transport/import of infected animals, mass screening 
based on laboratory tests or direct tests on animals, farm hygiene, including 
cleaning/disinfection after slaughter of infected/exposed animals, vaccination, and 
mass treatments.( Riemann and Cliver, 2006:839-840) These methods are 
implemented in many food safety control programmes, but there is debate about how 
effective these methods are for each case. 
 
As suggested by Delazari, the best way to control zoonotic foodborne pathogens, 
which according to WHO are, “…any disease and/or infection which is naturally 
transmissible from vertebrate animals to man” (World Health Organization: Zoonoses 
and Veterinary Public Health) at farm level is a set of Good Agricultural practices 
(GAPs). (Riemann and Cliver, 2006:840) GAPs, as stated by FAO, “…aim at meeting 
consumer needs for products that are of high quality, safe and produced in an 
environmentally and socially responsible way.” (The FAO Crop and Grassland 
Service)  
 
When talking about plant food safety programmes, the first step to control foodborne 
pathogens associated with produce is to develop and implement GAPs. (Delazari et al, 
2006:841) As defined by the FAO, “…GAP applies available knowledge to 
addressing environmental, economic and social sustainability for on-farm production 
and post-production processes resulting in safe and healthy food and non-food 
agricultural products.” (Development of a Framework for Good Agricultural 
Practices) This concept has developed and evolved in recent years because of changes 
within, and the globalization of, food economy. This also results from the concerns 
and commitments of a wide range of stakeholders such as governments, food 
processing and retailing industries, farmers, and consumers. These concerns and 
commitments regard food production and security, food safety and quality, and the 
environmental sustainability of agriculture. It should include, but not be limited to, 
toilet facilities, decontaminated manure, clean water, and control of wildlife. 
(Riemann and Cliver, 2006:841)  
 
“The food chain approach to food safety and quality implies that GAPs should be 
extended along the food chain to put greater emphasis on primary production 
practices” (Development of a Framework for Good Agricultural Practices).The 
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implementation of guidelines with particular attention to GAPs and other control 
measures has been voluntary, and has not yet been systematically evaluated. 
However, there are steps that can be taken towards ensuring pre-harvest food safety, 
however, it should be stressed that there is a need for more comprehensive and 
scientifically based guidelines (Isaacson et al, 2004:3). 
2.3.1.2. Post-harvest Food safety 
 
“Food safety in this context means application of methods to secure food that is safe 
to eat; it is a warning system that will alert those who are responsible to any potential 
problems.” (Riemann and Cliver, 2006: 842) 
 
As mentioned above, it is important to ensure safety in all stages of food chain, but 
traditionally the safety of food has been controlled by inspection of the final product. 
The most frequently used programmes for food safety and quality assurance are Good 
Manufacturing Practices (sometimes called good productions practices (GPPs) or 
good agricultural practices (GAPs)), sanitation, and the Hazard Analysis and Critical 
Control Point system (HACCP). The first two, as shown in figure 2, are prerequisite 
programs for the HACCP. GAPs are described in the previous section.  
 
Sanitation can be defined as, “…all precautions and measures, which are necessary in 
the production, processing, storage and distribution, in order to assure an 
unobjectionable, sound and palatable product which is fit for human consumption.” 
(Linton, 2001:1) 
 
Figure 2. GMPs and Sanitation are Prerequisite programs for HACCP 
(Linton, 2001:1) 
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The Hazard Analysis and Critical control point system (HACCP) has, “…emphasis on 
detecting safety hazards during the production and manufacturing process itself, 
rather then inspection of the finished product.” (Riemann and Cliver, 2006: 843) The 
reason for describing this system in a section about post-harvest food safety is 
because it includes all stages of the food chain, and the adoption of this system has 
been a shift from “final product control”, which is a part of post-harvest food safety, 
to the systems approach. 
 
The HACCP is, “…a scientific process control system for eliminating contaminants at 
critical areas in the food production and distribution process. HACCP helps to 
prevent, as close to 100 percent as possible, harmful contamination in the food 
supply.” (HACCP, Food Safety management Website) It, “…is a systematic approach 
to hazard identification, assessment of risk and control. It is a structured approach for 
the control of food safety from the farm to the fork.” (CAMIB Website)  
 
The HACCP is a complex system, but for the sake of simplicity we will give a basic 
description of this system in order to explain the main principles and functions of it. 
This control system is based on seven principles which are as follows (Riemann and 
Cliver, 2006:849; The University of Arizona: Hazard Analysis Critical Control 
Points): 
1. Conduct a hazard analysis. The aim is to identify hazards which could be: 
biological, such as a microbe; chemical, such as a toxin; or physical, such as 
ground glass or metal fragments and associated risks, and develop appropriate 
preventive measures. This must be done at all levels of food chain from “field to 
table”. By doing this it provides an understanding and comprehension of a food 
system and its components, and is the basis for the evaluation of risks from the 
contaminants through the entire food chain.   
2. Identify critical control points (CCP). These are points in a food's production from 
its raw state, through processing and shipping, and finally to consumption by the 
consumer, where the potential hazard can be controlled or eliminated. Examples 
are cooking, cooling, packaging, metal detection, practising good employee and 
environmental hygiene, and prevention of cross contamination. 
3. Establishment of critical limits for preventive measures at each CCP.  Critical 
limits are safety boundaries for each CCP, and may be limits that concern 
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temperature, time, water activity, etc. For a cooked food, for example, this might 
include setting the minimum cooking temperature and time requirement to ensure 
the elimination of any harmful microbes.  
4. Establishment of procedures to monitor the critical control points. After 
establishing of control measures and criteria, appropriate procedures for 
monitoring each control point must be defined. The HACCP monitoring system is 
documented evidence of process conditions, programmed tests, and measurements 
and observations for each CCP. For instance, such procedures might include 
determining how, and by whom, cooking time and temperature should be 
monitored.  
5. Establishment of corrective actions to be taken when monitoring shows that a 
critical limit has not been met – for example, reprocessing or disposing of food if 
the minimum cooking temperature is not met.  
6. Establishment of verification procedures, which are designed to ensure that the 
HACCP plan has been implemented successfully, and may include verification of 
CPP prerequisites, which is done primarily by auditing the Good Manufacturing 
Practices (GMP) or sanitation procedures.  
7. Establishment of record keeping procedures. This would include records of 
hazards and their control methods, the monitoring of safety requirements and the 
actions taken to correct potential problems. Each of these principles must be 
backed by sound scientific knowledge: for example, published microbiological 
studies on time and temperature factors for controlling foodborne pathogens. 
 
This approach has been widely accepted in Europe, the United States of America, 
Australia, New Zealand, and Canada. Regulatory bodies, such as the European Union, 
have incorporated the HACCP into legislative requirements such as Hygiene 
regulations for managing food safety (93/43/EEC). (NGO CAMIB: Publication 
Hazard Analysis and Critical Control Point (HACCP); Unneverh and Hirchhorn, 
2001:17) 
2.3.2. Risk analysis 
 
Hazards to food safety may arise without known frequency, and may have unknown 
outcomes. Because of these uncertainties, it is useful to apply a risk analysis 
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framework in policy making. (Unneverh and Hirschhorn, 2001:11-12) It consists, as 
stated by the Codex Alimentarius Commission, of three components – risk 
assessment, risk management and risk communication. (Assuring food safety…, 
FAO/WHO, 11) 
 
“Risk assessment is the scientific evaluation of the probability of occurrence and 
severity of known or potential adverse health effects resulting from exposure to a 
hazard.” (Riemann and Cliver, 2006:32) It includes the four following steps - hazard 
identification, hazard characterization, exposure assessment, and risk characterization. 
(Assuring food safety…, FAO/WHO, 11) This results in a quantitative estimation of 
adverse effects. (Unneverh and Hirschhorn, 2001:11-12)  
 
Risk management is a process of consideration of policy alternatives, taking into 
account the results of risk assessment and other factors relevant for the health 
protection of consumers, and for the promotion of fair trade practices and the 
selection and implementation of appropriate control options. (Riemann and Cliver, 
2006:32; Assuring food safety and Quality, 11) Risk management strategies for food 
may vary from promulgating regulatory standards and issuing microbiological 
guidelines, to product labelling and consumer education, including implementation of 
interventions at any part of the food chain to prevent, reduce, or eliminate 
contamination of food or limit opportunities for microbial growth. (Riemann and 
Cliver, 2006:32-33) 
 
Risk communication is, “…the interactive exchange of information and opinions 
throughout the risk analysis process concerning hazards and risks, risk related factors 
and risk perceptions, among risk assessors, risk managers, consumers, industry, the 
academic community and other interested parties, including the explanation of risk 
assessment findings and the basis of risk management decisions.” (Assuring food 
safety and Quality, 11) 
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3. Institutional Change in Europe and Wicked Problems  
 
In this chapter, we present theoretical information regarding institutional change in 
Europe and wicked problems. Institutional change in Europe relates directly to the 
question of influence in guiding the reformation of the Latvian food safety system. 
Wicked problems relate to environmental health and food safety as problems that 
need to be addressed by particular approaches to be adequately solved.  
 
3.1. Institutions, Institutional Change, and Europeanization 
 
As part of our investigation into the evolution of food safety systems in Latvia, we 
present in this section information regarding institutions and institutional change in 
regard to Europeanization. This is particularly fitting, given that the influence of the 
European Union is of particular interest to us within the project, and given the time 
frame of our study from 1999-2005 as Latvia was admitted as a Member State to the 
EU in 2004.  
 
While there are multiple variations of the concept and definition of Europeanization, 
here we concentrate on Europeanization with regard to the impact on domestic 
(Member State) institutions. This impact begins during the accession phase of EU 
negotiations, and perhaps even before, as candidate countries must meet certain EU 
norms and standards before they are granted admission to the union. This requires 
reform and remodelling of systems in candidate countries. The process was the same 
for Latvia before accession.  
 
During accession, candidate countries are placed into an asymmetrical relationship as 
they must adhere to EU processes but cannot themselves participate in decision 
making since they are yet to become members of the union. In short, candidates must 
obey the rules without being able to affect the rules themselves. (Fairbrass and 
Warleigh, 2002: 166-172) This aspect of accession influence is discussed heavily in 
Grabbe’s article entitled, “How does Europeanization affect CEE governance? 
Conditionality, diffusion and diversity”. (Grabbe, 2001: 1013 – 1031) 
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According to Grabbe, the EU directly affects candidate countries’ forms of 
governance during the accession term through EU controlled negotiations and EU set 
conditions for negotiation and accession.  Regarding the particular accession of the 
CEE countries, CEE being the central and eastern European countries that gained 
accession in 2004, three major factors of EU influence are identified. The first is that 
the speed of adjustment required for the CEE countries to meet EU requirements was 
significantly faster than other accession terms because the time period was shorter 
than the time allowed for previously inducted members to meet EU standards. The 
second is that during a transition period for the CEE states, from communism to new 
models, the states were particularly open to influence as they were already looking for 
new models and structures to adopt nationally. The third factor is, as previously 
mentioned, that accession countries are unable to affect the burdens set on them by 
the EU and must adopt their national systems to meet the greater European status quo. 
(Grabbe, 2001: 1013-1015)  
 
Within the accession process itself, the EU has the only authority to determine when 
sufficient compliance has been achieved by applicants and thus the solitary authority 
to determine if an applicant will move on to further stages of the process and terminal 
accession leading to membership. Within this process, the EU exercises more power 
over applicant countries than it does over Member States, as candidates must 
demonstrate the capacity to implement all existing EU law and practice into their own 
systems to a satisfactory degree to achieve membership. (Grabbe, 2001: 1015) With 
each further accession, this body of law and practice to be implemented grows greater 
in breadth and number.  
 
In ensuring sufficient capacity for adopting EU norms, the EU becomes interested in 
all branches of applicant countries’ governments and applicants’ systems of 
implementation. This interest in effective implementation has led the European 
Commission to stress the insurance of effective implementation and development of 
administrative capacity in candidate countries. (Grabbe, 2001: 1018) Furthermore, as 
the accession process advances, the EU focuses on candidates’ systems of public 
administration. (Grabbe, 2001: 1019) 
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Reforming the public administration systems of candidates can be accomplished 
through a “shaming” technique, wherein the EU affects domestic change in candidate 
states by publicly criticising their current systems of operation. Criticism usually only 
becomes public in areas of great importance, where in other area the threat of public 
criticism is usually employed to affect the wanted changes. (Grabbe, 2001: 1021) 
These threats can include slowing further advancement in the accession process.   
 
Another tactic used by the EU to influence candidates is the ranking of applications. 
These rankings can be overall rankings of progression or rankings made by specific 
policy areas, for example rankings based on food safety policies. In this way, the EU 
exhibits direct influence over specific policy areas and the national institutions that 
deal with them. Since candidate countries are also competing with one another in 
terms of advancement during the accession process, this ranking system provides a 
great incentive to reform institutions and policies to meet and exceed the EU standard. 
(Grabbe, 2001: 1015-1022)  
 
Since the EU has no formal regulation concerning institutional change with regard to 
compliance, changes can evolve in many ways. This can lead to neighbouring 
countries creating entirely different frameworks to deal with the same policy areas. 
(Grabbe, 2001: 1019, 1024) The evolution process is highly politicized by both the 
EU and candidate governments. The candidates’ wishes to quickly implement the EU 
acquis, all of the directives and EU laws and practice to be adopted, can routinely lead 
to fast tracking procedures through national legislatures that can further lead to a lack 
of knowledge regarding legislative details and the non-understanding of the 
implications of the legislation. (Grabbe, 2001: 1017-1025)    
 
The affects of the EU accession process can be mitigated by other factors influencing 
candidate countries. This determines the overall level of Europeanization felt by 
candidate countries. However, because EU actions become involved in domestic 
debates about governance, Europeanization routinely becomes part of domestic 
candidate politics. (Grabbe, 2001: 1027-1028) 
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3.2. Wicked problems 
 
As it is previously stated in our project, environmental health is defined by the World 
Health Organization as comprising, “…those aspects of human health, including 
quality of life, that are determined by physical, chemical, biological, social, and 
psychosocial factors in the environment. It also refers to the theory and practice of 
assessing, correcting, controlling, and preventing those factors in the environment that 
can potentially affect adversely the health of present and future generations.” (WHO: 
Protection of the Human Environment). From this definition it is understood that 
environmental health, and problems related to it, encompass many linked factors and 
there is still a lot of unknown about them and interactions among them. Stakeholders 
dealing with these kinds of problems, “…may have conflicting interpretations of the 
problem and the science behind it, as well as different values, goals, and life 
experiences… These kinds of complex problems have been characterized by some as 
a “wicked problems”.” (Kreuter et al., 2004:441).   
 
The founders of the concept of wicked problems are H. J. Rittel and M. Webber.
“In a seminal treatise for social planning Rittel expounded on the nature of ill-defined 
design and planning problems which he termed wicked.” (Wikipedia, The Free 
Encyclopedia Home page). In our project we will use this concept as applied to 
environmental health by Kreuter et al., and describe some of the coping strategies 
used to manage wicked problems. 
 
“Wicked problems have incomplete, contradictory, and changing requirements; and 
solutions to them are often difficult to recognize as such because of complex 
interdependencies. Rittel and Webber stated that while attempting to solve a wicked 
problem, the solution of one of its aspects may reveal or create another, even more 
complex problem” (Wikipedia, The Free Encyclopedia Home page). Several factors 
involved in wicked problems are described by Rittel and Webber.  
 
According to Kreuter et al., four of these factors are especially relevant to 
environmental health. These factors are: disagreement about problem definition, 
involvement of multiple stakeholders, lack of a stopping rule and a unique nature of 
wicked problems (Kreuter et al., 2004:443).   
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As our project deals with one of the sub-fields of environmental health, food safety, 
we will apply these four factors of wicked problems to food safety. In relation to 
“disagreement about problem definition” where, “…a wicked problem is one for 
which there is no immediate agreement by those involved about what the problem 
itself is.” (Kreuter et al., 2004:443) food safety by itself is a problem that is influenced 
by so many factors in the whole food chain that it is often not easy, or even 
impossible, to say where problems arise. For example, it can be difficult to find out 
whether foodborne illnesses arise because of inappropriate raw material production, 
through incorrect processing, because of inefficient oversight by control institutions, 
or improper food handling at home.  
 
This leads us to “involvement of different stakeholders”, where “… problems become 
wicked when stakeholders hold diverse perspectives and do not agree on what the 
problem is.” (Kreuter et al., 2004:443) To give an example in relation to food safety, 
we come back again to foodborne illnesses, where consumers who are exposed can 
blame state controlling institutions or producers. These institutions, in return, say that 
the main reason for foodborne illnesses is inappropriate food handling at home, which 
could result in consumers sighting a lack of public information about appropriate food 
handling. Clearly, with such a problem as this, many points of view can be taken on 
what exactly the problem is and who is to blame for it.  
 
If we take food safety by itself as a problem, in the context of a “lack of stopping 
rule”,   “ …where resolution criteria are not clear cut,” (Kreuter et al., 2004:443), we 
see that there can not be any stopping rule, a finite end to the problem, since many 
new problems can arise and new causes can be found for previously mentioned 
foodborne illnesses. Even though a solution can be created for one particular food 
related problem, there is always the possibility that another problem can arise. 
 
In relation to the “unique nature of wicked problems” even though, “…intervention 
strategies show to be effective in reducing exposure to a given environmental health 
hazard in one community may not be appropriate for another community. This may be 
the case even thought the health hazard is the same because each community is 
uniquely defined by its history and culture; values; social, economic, and political 
circumstances, among other things.” (Kreuter et al., 2004:444) 
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 To better understand wicked problems and ways of coping with them, it is essential to 
understand the distinction between tame and wicked problems. “Horst Rittel and 
Melvin Webber have made a distinction between “wicked problems” and “tame 
problems”…Problems in mathematics, engineering, and chemistry while certainly 
complicated and technically demanding are “tame” to the extent that problems 
themselves can be clearly delineated (and solved) by experts who produce clear, 
workable solutions using analytical approaches to their disciplines.” (Kreuter et al., 
2004:442)  
 
Wicked Problems 
Tame Problems
Complexity
 
Figure 3. Environmental Health problem characterization (Kreuter et al., 
2004:445) 
 
Wicked problems can be broken in more manageable components, when there is 
acknowledgment of their complex nature and an examination of the factors and forces 
that comprise them. There is also a need for stakeholders willing to engage in solving 
these problems. In this process, many components of wicked problems can be solved 
with tame problem solving strategies. The, “…resolution of tame environmental 
problems provides critical information to those grappling with wicked problems.” 
(Kreuter et al., 2004:445) For example, “…those who work in the area of 
environmental health relay heavily on the process of risk assessment, which provides 
a basis for understanding what occurs between exposure to hazardous substances and 
the onset of clinical disease.” (Kreuter et al., 2004:445) Originally, risk assessment 
was driven only by experts and was not understood or trusted by the community. 
Therefore a formal change in the process of risk assessment was initiated to 
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incorporate community involvement, which can serve as an acknowledgment that, 
“…many environmental health problems are indeed wicked.” (Kreuter et al., 
2004:446) 
 
According to Roberts (in Stewart et al., 2004:48), there are three alternative strategies 
used when dealing with wicked problems: authoritative, competitive and 
collaborative. 
  
“Authoritative strategies try to “tame” wicked problems by putting problem solving 
into the hands of a few stakeholders who have the authority to define the problem and 
solve it…In a democracy, authoritative coping strategies work and are sustainable as 
long as all the stakeholders yield power and authority to the chosen few and agree to 
abide by their decisions.  Reducing the number and diversity of stakeholders with 
authority to define and solve the problem decreases the problem’s complexity.  But 
the authorities can be wrong about the problem and wrong about the solution.  
Further, authoritative strategies may not do an adequate job of keeping the citizenry 
informed and engaged in the governing process.  Even in a democracy, authoritative 
strategies are not very democratic” (Stewart et al., 2004:49) 
 
“Competitive strategies are played out on the battlefield, in politics, or the market. 
They assume a zero-sum game, and a win/lose attitude permeates the environment. 
Central to pursuing competitive strategies is the quest for power.  And, as more power 
is acquired and held it can change the coping strategy from competitive to 
authoritative.  Competition can be an efficient temporary solution strategy for wicked 
problems, but pushed to the extreme it can lead to violence and warfare.  It can also 
lead to an intermediate gridlock situation as stakeholders have enough power to block 
one another, such as through judicial rulings or political means, but not enough power 
to actually achieve a solution or accomplish something.” (Stewart et al., 2004:49) 
 
From these two strategies, we can see that neither of them provides an absolute 
solution for wicked problems. The more appropriate way of coping with wicked 
problems seems to be the use of collaborative strategy, where, “…collaboration 
means working together by the multiple stakeholders who share power to jointly 
define “the problem(s)” and find acceptable and realistic solutions to the problem(s). 
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It seeks win/win solutions, and shares both the costs and benefits of these solutions, as 
well as provides strength in numbers and organizational efficiencies.” (Stewart et al., 
2004:50)
 
It is important to stress that the resolution of wicked problems is not more important 
than the resolution of tame problems. “Common ground is more likely to be attained 
when leaders of problem solving and planning processes encourage all parties to 
embrace the philosophy of “and” rather than “either/or”. Under such leadership, 
stakeholders and public health professionals minimize the contentiousness and 
mistrust that can undermine well intended community-based health promotion 
efforts.” (Kreuter et al., 2004:446) 
 
Therefore Conklin’s suggestion in Kreuter et al., is “…that wicked problems are best 
resolved through a planned process with input from multiple sources in an atmosphere 
where scientific certainty is tempered by the perspectives of community 
stakeholders.” (Kreuter et al., 2004:448) Therefore, when addressing wicked 
problems, “System thinking” should be applied, “…which takes into account the 
complexity and interdependence associated with wicked problems.” (Kreuter et al., 
2004:448) When dealing with wicked problems by taking a systems view, the 
following questions should be asked (Kreuter et al., 2004:448): 
 
• Have multiple stakeholders been meaningfully engaged? 
• Are we using a process grounded in thoughtful consensus building? 
• Are we mindful that change is a normal part of the process? 
• Are we establishing mutually agreed-upon markers for progress? 
• Are we framing those benchmarks in realistic time lines? 
•  Do we have an integrating system for monitoring progress? 
• Is communication between all stakeholders transparent? 
• Are communications carried out in an atmosphere of mutual respect and trust? 
 
When dealing with wicked problems, scientific uncertainty about health risks should 
also be taken into account, which has given rise to the concept of a “precautionary 
principle” which, “…serves as a wicked problem-solving “device” in that it calls for 
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all stakeholders to seek solutions that protect population health against a back-drop of 
scientific uncertainty.” (Kreuter et al., 2004:450)  
 
The nature of wicked environmental health problems shows that there is no single 
solution to these kinds of problems. Therefore there should be, “Transdisciplinary 
involvement when making decisions and maintenance of stakeholder involvement 
throughout the problem solving process.” (Kreuter et al., 2004:452)  
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4. The European Outlook on Food Safety 
  
4.1. What is the EU? 
 
The European Union is a federation of European states comprised of 25 Member 
States and a number of internal union institutions. (EUROPA - The EU at a glance) 
This federation has been known as the EU since 1992 and before that was called the 
European Community beginning in 1984, although it existed through various trade 
unions and agreements before that time. (Bennett and Oliver, 2002: 264)  
 
Through this union, Member States have achieved a monetary union, a full customs 
union, a Common Agricultural Policy, labour mobility, and a transport policy 
amongst other agreements.  (Bennett and Oliver, 2002: 265) Major institutions within 
the EU include the European Commission, the European Parliament, the Council of 
Ministers, and the Court of Justice amongst others.(Bennett and Oliver 2002: 264-
266) The Council of Ministers is now known as the Council of the European Union. 
(EUROPA – The EU at a glance) 
 
A short description of each of the major institutional bodies listed above follows here: 
 
European Commission: The European Commission works with a concern for Europe 
on the whole, not involving national ideology or interests. It is for this reason that 
members swear an oath of independence when beginning their five year terms.  There 
is one member for each Member State of the union. The European Commission is 
responsible for proposing legislation, in essence agenda setting, and for the daily 
workings of the union such as budgetary measures and implementation of policy. 
(EUROPA – Panorama of the European Union; Wallace et al., 2005: 52-53) 
 
European Parliament: This body of 785 members is elected every five years by 
European citizens. The parliament’s main powers are to approve laws and approve the 
EU budget. These powers are shared with the Council of the European Union. The 
parliament also elects the body responsible for investigating citizen complaints about 
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administration, the European Ombudsman. (EUROPA – Panorama of the European 
Union; Wallace et al., 2005: 65 – 66)  
 
Council of the European Union: Previously called the Council of Ministers, it passes 
laws and makes policy decisions along with the European Parliament. Members are 
ministers in EU Member State governments. The Council’s presidency rotates 
between member governments every six months. The Council also works in parallel 
with Member State governments, usually in conjunction with individual ministries to 
address issues of interest. Occasionally, the Council of the European Union is formed 
by heads of Member States, usually in summit meetings. This gathering of heads of 
state is referred to as the European Council. (Cini, 2003: 151-152; EUROPA – 
Panorama of the European Union; Wallace et al., 2005: 58, 60) 
 
Court of Justice: Responsible for ensuring uniform interpretation and implementation 
of the law amongst all Member States. Also responsible for ensuring Member State 
and institutional compliance with EU law. There is one judge from each member 
country on the court, which sits in Luxembourg. (EUROPA – Panorama of the 
European Union; Wallace et al., 2005: 67) 
 
4.1.1. EU Policy Making – Joint Decision Making and the Triangle 
 
The most widely used system of policy making in the EU is the co-decision process. 
This process engages the Commission, Parliament, and Council in joint decision 
making thus creating a triangle of actors. Within this process, the Council and the 
Parliament both have the opportunity to approve proposals made by the Commission, 
or to reject them and make recommendations for change. The Commission can then 
give its opinions on these changes. Following this, the Parliament and Council again 
have the ability to approve or reject the updated proposals.  
 
4.1.2. Food Safety Policy – Major Events and Position 
 
Food safety policy is developed in the Commission, which has long considered food 
product regulation an important area for the European community. (Petersen and 
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Shackleton, 2002: 317) Within this section, we shall describe some of the major 
events that have shaped EU food safety policy, the general stance of the EU’s current 
food safety policy, the goals of the current policy, and finally we address the 
challenges to the current EU policy.  
 
Major Events 
White Paper on Food Safety, 12 January 2000: This document cites a need for sound, 
scientifically based, up to date policy. It also reflects a need to restore consumer 
confidence in food safety services. Legislation should cover the entire food chain to 
have a farm to table approach and to hold operators responsible at all levels of the 
chain. There is also a proposal to establish a European Food Authority. (SCADPlus: 
White Paper on Food Safety) 
 
Regulation EC/178/2002, 28 January 2002: This document states the general 
principles on which to base food law. It also establishes the European Food Safety 
Authority, and creates procedures regarding food safety. (SCADPlus: General 
Principles of Food Law)  
   
The European Food Safety Authority 
There was a movement within the EU to create an agency to oversee food and food 
related issues leading up to the 1990s. This movement gained momentum after food 
scares such as BSE. (Petersen and Shackleton, 2002: 317) This led to the 
establishment in 2002 of what was originally proposed as the European Food 
Authority; however, the name of this body was changed to the European Food Safety 
Authority (EFSA) in 2001. (University of Reading, School of Food Biosciences)  
“The impetus for the creation of the EFSA came from a series of food scares in the 
late 1990s that undermined consumer confidence in the safety of the food chain as 
well as the ability of public authorities to fully protect consumers. This led the EU 
institutions to conclude that it needed to establish a new scientific body charged with 
providing independent and objective advice on food safety issues associated with the 
food chain.” (ESFA Fact Sheet – History)  
 
The major responsibilities of the EFSA are risk assessment and communication. Risk 
assessment involves informing the European Commission and Parliament, and 
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Member States, with scientific information on which to base legislation. Risk 
Communication involves publicising information based on risk assessment and 
scientific research.  (EFSA: About EFSA) Risk management and food control systems 
are not the responsibility of the EFSA, but are the responsibility of the European 
Commission and the various Member States. (EFSA: About EFSA) 
 
The goal of the EFSA is, as regarded by their mission statement, “In close 
collaboration with national food safety authorities and in open consultation with its 
stakeholders, EFSA provides independent scientific advice to risk managers on all 
matters related to food and feed safety. The authority is also responsible for 
disseminating appropriate, effective, consistent, accurate and timely risk 
communications towards stakeholders and the public at large, based on the scientific 
expertise of its Scientific Committee and Panels. EFSA is committed to the principles 
of scientific excellence, independence, openness and transparency. (EFSA Fact Sheet 
– EFSA in Parma)  
 
The EU Position on Food Safety  
The EU currently approaches food safety from an integrated perspective. 
 
 “The EU integrated approach to food safety aims to assure a high level of food 
safety, animal health, animal welfare and plant health within the European Union 
through coherent farm-to-table measures and adequate monitoring, while ensuring the 
effective functioning of the internal market. The implementation of this approach 
involves the development of legislative and other actions: To assure effective control 
systems and evaluate compliance with EU standards in the food safety and quality, 
animal health, animal welfare, animal nutrition and plant health sectors within the EU 
and in third countries in relation to their exports to the EU; To manage international 
relations with third countries and international organisations concerning food safety, 
animal health, animal welfare, animal nutrition and plant health; To manage relations 
with the European Food Safety Authority (EFSA) and ensure science-based risk 
management.” (EU Food Safety – From the Farm to the Fork) 
 
In addition, the current food safety program of the EU includes a strategy to improve 
consumer trust in food safety and food safety services. This strategy is based on 
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combining sound food safety legislation, reliable scientific information, and a 
commitment to control and enforcement. (Overviews of the European Union activities 
– Food Safety) 
 
In order to aid candidate countries in addressing accession demands, including 
domestic food safety problems, and to aid candidate countries in adopting EU norms 
and standards, the EU operates three programmes to aid countries in their transitions. 
These programmes are the Phare programme, the ISPA programme, and the SAPARD 
programme. The Phare programme assists Central and Eastern European applicant 
countries in their preparations for joining the EU. ISPA is an acronym for Instrument 
for Structural Policies for Pre-Accession. This programme finances environment and 
transportation projects. SAPARD stands for Special Accession Programme for 
Agricultural & Rural Development.  It is a specialized programme overseen by the 
Directorate-General for Agriculture. (EU Enlargement: Financial Assistance) 
 
4.2. What is the WHO? 
 
The WHO is a specialized agency established in 1948. The agency operates in 
affiliation with the UN, and is the largest of UN specialised agencies in terms of 
budget. Today, the WHO operates in a decentralized fashion, with headquarters in 
Geneva and six additional regional committees and offices. (Bennett and Oliver, 
2002: 308, 362) There are 192 WHO Member States worldwide. 
 
Within the WHO, there are three institutional bodies that compose the organization. 
They are the World Health Assembly, the Secretariat, and the Executive Board. A 
brief description of each of these bodies and their responsibilities follows.  
 
World Health Assembly: Ultimate decision-making body for the WHO, with the main 
function of establishing WHO policies. This body appoints the Director-General, the 
head of the WHO. Furthermore, the World Health Assembly also oversees WHO 
financial policies and the WHO budget. (WHO: Governance) 
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Secretariat: The general staff of the WHO, appointed to regional offices, field offices 
and WHO headquarters. There are approximately 3500 experts and support staff 
included in the Secretariat. (WHO: Governance) 
 
Executive Board: An elected body of 32 members with three-year terms. This board 
advises the World Health Assembly, and works to implement the decisions made by 
the World Health Assembly. The board nominates a candidate for Director-General 
who is then confirmed by the World Health Assembly. (WHO: Governance)  
 
4.2.1. World Health Assembly - Policy and Recommendation Making 
 
Each Member State may have up to three representatives in the World Health 
Assembly, not including additional advisors and alternates. The World Health 
Assembly can adopt conventions and agreements when there is a two-thirds vote in 
favour of the adoption. These conventions and agreements are then passed on to each 
individual Member State for adoption within their own constitutional frameworks. If 
Member States adopt these conventions they must take action to effect the convention 
or agreement. If Member States do not ratify the agreements, they must inform the 
Director-General of this. Additionally, aside from formal policy making, the World 
Health Assembly has the power to make recommendations to each Member State 
about anything related to the scope of the WHO. (Constitution of the World Health 
Organization, Chapter V – The World Health Assembly)  
 
4.2.2. WHO and the Environment 
 
Amongst the WHO’s environmental concerns, some of the main areas of interest are 
indoor air pollution, water, sanitation and health, health and environment, and 
chemical safety. (WHO: Environmental Pollution)  There is a large focus on 
environmental health. Within this area, focus falls on protection of the human 
environment, chemical safety, environmental change and health, health risks 
associated with various environmental factors, and environmental health in 
conjunction with children and their mothers. (WHO: Environmental health) Within 
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the European Region, the WHO focuses on food safety as well. (WHO Europe: 
Environmental health)  
 
4.2.3. WHO and Food Safety 
 
As the WHO Europe Food safety homepage states, “Food contamination is very 
common, even in the most developed countries, and foodborne diseases (e.g. 
campylobacteriosis and salmonellosis) have reached epidemic proportions in several 
Member States. Emerging problems, such as contamination from acrylamide or 
dioxins, bovine spongiform encephalopathy (BSE), avian flu and genetically modified 
organisms (GMOs) are creating additional concerns among both the public and 
decision-makers.” (WHO Europe: Food safety)   
As the webpage also states, “The food safety programme ensures that: information on 
food safety is properly collected and circulated to provide the basis for policy and 
monitoring; health guidelines are constantly updated to provide assistance to countries 
with the state-of-the-art knowledge; and an international independent body plays a 
public health advocacy role in counterpoint to the strong economic forces acting 
within the areas of food production, retailing and global marketing.” 
Regarding food safety, the WHO monitors and makes recommendations toward a 
plethora of areas. In Europe, the WHO focuses on the areas of chemical risks, 
microbiological risks, surveillance, giving assistance to countries, and making 
information on food safety available. (WHO Europe: Food safety). Additionally, in an 
undertaking with the FAO, the two agencies developed the Codex Alimentarius 
international system of food products quality standards. (Bennett and Oliver, 2002: 
334) 
 
4.3. A Combined Outlook on European Food Safety 
 
Although separate organizations, the WHO and EU often collaborate on joint projects 
related to food safety. Similarly, the WHO often refers to EU legislation in its 
published documents, incorporating the EU legislation into its own policy 
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recommendations for the European region. It does not appear, however, that the EU 
routinely incorporates WHO recommendations into its own legislation. 
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5. Food safety in Latvia 
 
For our case study we have chosen Latvia, which is one of the three Baltic States 
located in Eastern Europe. Latvia re-established its independence in 1991, after the 
break-up of the Soviet Union. Latvia joined the United Nations in 1991 soon after the 
restoration of independence and since then is in close working relationship with many 
of the diverse parts of the UN system, such as FAO, WHO, WTO etc. (The World 
Fact book; United Nations in Latvia) Latvia joined the EU and NATO in 2004. 
 
5.1. Environmental Health in Latvia 
 
According to information provided by the Ministry of Environment of the Republic of 
Latvia, “Health is one of the most important values of human life. It is influenced by 
lifestyle, surrounding environment (water, air, soil, food, waste, radiation, work 
conditions), as well as by the quality of health care.” (Ministry of Environment) 
 
It is also stated by the ministry that, “Successful solving of environmental health 
problems depends on use of economic tools, co-operation of governmental 
institutions, support of international finance organisations in financing different 
activities. Although separated ministries supervise the physical environment and the 
health in Latvia, the interaction of them ensures coherence in problem solving.” 
(Ministry of Environment) 
 
“Institutions of both the Ministry of Environment and the Public Health Agency of the 
Ministry of Welfare supervise and control the air and water areas. The Ministry of 
Environment controls emissions of air pollutants in public places, but the Public 
Health Agency supervises air quality in working zones. The co-operation of the 
Ministry of Environment and the Ministry of Transport is very important in 
diminishing transport system related environmental pollution. All the Ministry of 
Environment, the Ministry of Welfare and the Ministry of Agriculture, supervise the 
drinking water and bathing-place quality in compliance with legislation.” (Ministry of 
Environment) 
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The WHO, in regards to Europe, is concerned with the interaction among those 
factors that influence human health. “In the end of 80ties and beginning of 90ties in 
Latvia and Europe increased concern about the influence of environmental factors on 
the health of humans. It ride public awareness and due to these movements a lot of 
clearly visible pollution has been stopped. Nevertheless, there is still evidence that 
environment can give rise to certain diseases and can affect the wellbeing of the 
people.” (Environmental Health Action Plan for Latvia, 1998:1)   
 
Therefore there was a need for collaboration among environmental and health 
specialists to develop qualitative international documents and legal acts. During the 
past two decades there have been many Ministerial Conferences on Environment and 
Health – “The first one took place in Frankfurt, Germany in 1989, and then the 
Charter on Environment and Health was accepted. The Second Ministerial 
Conference on Environment and Health was held in Helsinki, Finland, in 1994, and 
also representatives from Latvia participated there. In that Conference was decided to 
develop National environmental health action plans, also for Latvia. The National 
Environmental Health Action Plan for Latvia was developed in 1997 together by the 
Ministry of Welfare and the Ministry of Environmental Protection and Regional 
Development (Currently Ministry of Environment).” (Ministry of Environment).  
 
“In 1999 the Third Ministerial Conference on Environment and Health was held in 
London, United Kingdom. In this Conference there was assessed the progress in 
development of National environmental health action plans (NEHAPs), signed three 
legally binding documents: the Protocol on Water and Health to the 1992 Convention 
on the Protection and Use of Transboundary Watercourses and International Lakes, 
the Charter on Transport, Environment and Health, and the Declaration of Third 
Ministerial Conference on Environment and Health, and developed proposals for 
further co-operation of the WHO, European Community and non-governmental 
organizations on environmental, health and transport topics.” (Ministry of 
Environment 
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5.2. Main challenges in the field of food safety in Latvia 
  
Although our project particularly examines the time period from when Latvia’s 
accession negotiations with EU were started, it is interesting to take a look into the 
time before accession, when the Soviet Union collapsed and what influence that event 
had on food safety in the Baltic region. 
 
To do this, we broadly look on how the economic transition in Eastern Europe and the 
former Union of Soviet Socialist Republic changed the agricultural sector, based on 
World Bank experiences in this region focusing on animal health. 
 
Generally, in this region, during the early transition period, “…in some countries (the 
Baltics, the Caucasus, Albania, the Kyrgyz Republic), collective and state farms were 
abruptly dismantled, and their veterinary employees were often left on their own.... 
Most of the organised veterinary disease control programmes ceased or were only 
partly implemented. The quality of State inspection services declined, due to lack of 
funds for travel or even salaries. In some FSU countries, State-appointed inspectors 
were often not paid, were paid in kind, or were tacitly allowed to acquire some 
income from demanding bribes…. Dispersal of animals from farms to domestic 
premises led to closer contact between the human and animal populations and the re-
emergence of a number of zoonoses.... Furthermore, the lack of familiarity of the 
public with disease risks and uncontrolled (home) slaughter led to small outbreaks of 
human anthrax, occasional outbreaks of trichinellosis, and other cases of food 
poisoning.” (Schillhorn, 2004:2).  
 
Even though there was a stabilization of this situation in the mid 1990’s, through the 
development of new veterinary laws and the establishment of a veterinary department 
that benefited from the EU accession process by receiving EU financial assistance. 
This EU assistance helped to improve the level of operation in the veterinary 
department, however, “Food hygiene continued to be weak, due to the lack of state 
budgets and to the shift from a central Soviet-controlled system to food inspection and 
border controls in each of the new countries.” (Schillhorn, 2004:2-3) 
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Although EU accession countries in general demonstrated, “…broader reforms and 
greater adaptation to the new market conditions than the previous Soviet States, where 
reformed veterinary services are scattered far apart, there were a number of major 
challenges recognized in the reform of veterinary services and the creation of animal 
health and food safety services which are responsive to client needs , which are as 
follows: the re-organization of animal health services; the development; and 
implementation of realistic disease control policies; the organisation of food hygiene 
and public health.” (Schillhorn, 2004:3)  
 
During the development of Latvia’s NEHAP in 1997, the priority problems related to 
food were specifically noted and possible ways of solving them proposed. The 
problems were related to incomplete control and monitoring of food quality, the 
microbiological contamination of food products, a lack of legislative acts on food, a 
low education level in food hygiene among food product sellers, illegal penetration of 
non-qualitative foodstuffs to the market, and obsolete technologies in use by food 
enterprises. Ways of solving these problems, included the development of regulations, 
improvement of public knowledge about sanitation, improvement of information 
systems, coordination of activities of institutions involved in handling of food, and the 
specification of functions of various ministries in food control. (Environmental Health 
Action Plan for Latvia, 1998:73-74) 
 
With regard to EU enlargement processes, food safety is stated as an integral part of 
EU policy on consumer protection and public health. Therefore it was stated that its 
“farm to table” approach must be adopted by future Member States, which was a 
significant challenge for potential EU Member States. It was made clear by the EU 
that food safety was an element of the enlargement processes in which there would 
not be acceptance of situations, “…that might lead to lower food safety standards or 
to any risks for consumers.” (EU enlargement: Questions and answers on food safety 
issues…, 2003:1) 
 
“The Union’s acquis related to food safety covers a large number of legislative acts, 
many of which are broad in scope and demanding in terms of transposition, 
implementations and enforcement” (EU enlargement: Questions and answers on food 
safety issues…, 2003:1). In the accession negotiations, which were concluded in 
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Copenhagen in December 2002, food safety issues were spread over two areas “Free 
Movement of Goods” and “Agriculture”.  
 
“Free Movement of Goods” covers food legislation; which includes general rules for 
hygiene and control, food labelling, food additives, food packaging and genetically 
modified foods. “Agriculture” covers veterinary legislation, which includes animal 
health, animal welfare, internal market control systems, external border controls and 
public health requirements for establishments in relation to animal products. 
Phytosanitary legislation includes plant health, including harmful organisms and 
pesticides, seeds and propagating material, and plant hygiene. Animal nutrition 
legislation includes the safety of feed materials and additives, labelling, contaminants 
in feed, controls, and inspections. It was essential that the acquis was fully transposed 
into national legislation so that administrative structures and procedures were 
strengthened and reformed prior to accession. (EU enlargement: Questions and 
answers on food safety issues…, 2003:1-2). 
 
According to EU information, by the year 2000 in Latvia, “…progress had been made 
on the alignment of legislation on animal welfare, veterinary medicine, the 
identification and registration of animals, as well as in the plant health sector and on 
animal feed. The equipment of border posts was continuing. Hygiene standards have 
been adopted for some products including meat and milk. Factories were slow in 
complying with European health requirements.”(Activities of European Union, 
Legislation Summary) By 2001, “Progress has been made on plant health and 
veterinary legislation and on border controls. Although some provisions have been 
adopted, there was still no action plan for food processing plants. There has been 
progress on agricultural policy management mechanisms and on food hygiene 
following the adoption of a strategy in April 2000. Efforts have continued in the 
veterinary and plant health sectors.” (Activities of European Union, Legislation 
Summary) By 2002, “Latvia has set up a veterinary and food office.” (Europa). 
 
By 2003 key issues regarding food safety for new EU Member States were stated as; 
the capacity of the new Member States to implement EU compliant controls for trade 
inside the EU and for imports from third countries, compliance with the high level of 
EU health protection rules regarding BSE, and bringing food processing 
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establishments up to standards. (EU enlargement: Questions and answers on food 
safety issues…, 2003:2) 
 
In Latvia, one of the greatest concerns was food production establishments’ capacity 
to adopt EU standards. As it was stated by the EU, one of the key issues in new 
accession countries was that a lot of food processing establishments were not brought 
up to EU standards. Latvia was not an exception. For instance, by 2002 only 7% of 
animal origin food production establishments corresponded to EU standards. There 
was a concern that a lot of food production establishments would not adapt EU 
requirements and many of them would be closed. The main problem for food 
producers was that a lot of production equipment was out of date and not profitable. 
The concern was that there was a need for huge investments, but not all of the food 
production establishments had enough big production capacity, the prices for their 
products were low, and the time limit for bringing them up to EU standards was too 
short. (Pelāne and Palmše, 2002:1) 
 
 Transition periods for 29 fish, 77 meat (until January 2006) and 11 milk processing 
establishments (until January 2005) were given to Latvia by the EU. (EU 
enlargement: Questions and answers on food safety issues…, 2003:2) There was 
concern that these transitional periods might be too short. During this time, there was 
also opposition from producers towards state institutions on the grounds that EU 
requirements were to be implemented in Latvian legislation by making the legislation 
stricter than required by the EU acquis. According to FVS information, this situation 
resulted because EU directives were implemented in a precise manner, stating clear 
requirements, which were received by producers as an “attack”. The situation in 
Latvia was that a lot of establishments were producing only for the internal market, 
and at the point when EU requirements came in to force the producers who wished to 
comply invested in development and received financial assistance from such EU 
programmes as Phare and Sapard. At the time this investment affected production 
prices, but in the long term it was worthwhile, whereas establishments that did not 
invest in development could not follow all the EU requirements and had to be closed.  
 
By 2005, FVS finished approval of animal origin production establishments that 
needed transition periods and at that time there were 219 meat establishments, 110 
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fish establishments, and 60 milk establishments that met Latvian and EU standards. 
As stated by E. Zavadskis, the director of the FVS Food surveillance department, 
“…even though producers were not contented that establishments have to be brought 
up to strict EU and Latvian requirements, finally it is accomplished and Latvian 
animal origin food producers can guarantee that their production is safe and can be 
competitive in the common EU market” (PVD 2005. gada rezultāti pārtikas 
uzraudzībā, 2006:2) 
 
This means that by approving these establishments, FVS acknowledged that they 
operate according to EU and national standards. (PVD 2005 gada rezultāti pārtikas 
uzraudzībā, 2006:2) 
 
The main aim of food safety assurance is to provide consumers with food that is not 
hazardous to health. One of the indicators whether consumed food has been safe or 
not are trends of foodborne illnesses. Generally health trends of Latvian citizens at the 
end of 1990’s and beginning of 2000’s were one of the worst in Europe. One of the 
health problems that directly related to food safety was an increased number of acute 
intestine infections. We use these trends of acute intestine infections as a case 
example to give an illustration of the food safety situation in Latvia.  
 
There was tendency of increases in these diseases until 2002 (figure 4). The main 
reasons for these outbreaks were related to contravention of the standards of hygiene 
and epidemic regulation in food establishments, and inappropriate food handling at 
home. (Pamatnostādnes „Veselīgs uzturs 2003-1013”, 2003:3-4).  
 
This tendency continued until 2002, however, since 2003 there has been a decrease in 
the number of reported illnesses. Even though there is a tendency of decrease, the 
number of acute intestine infections is still relatively high. But is important to notice 
that, as stated by the FVS, only half of acute intestine infections in this case are 
related to food and in most cases they are not related to food or food circulation in 
traditional understanding. Rather they occur because of poor-quality drinking water 
use for food preparation or mishandling of food at home, which are the most difficult 
problems to affect and control because they are not included in “traditional food 
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control and surveillance”. (Pārtikas Aprites Valsts uzraudzības un Kontroles 2005. 
gada programma, 2005:29) 
 
It is important to mention that these cases of acute intestine infections are only the 
officially reported cases, and there is a possibility that the actual number is higher. 
This is an important consideration given that the number of cases reported are those 
cases in which people sought medical attention. It is very likely that there are many 
unreported cases, where people do not seek medical attention.   
 
By taking this into account, we see that this trend can be indicative of another 
problem: consumers’ lack of knowledge about food handling. This lack of knowledge 
is stated as a main reason for acute intestine infections.  
 
Therefore it is interesting to explore how these problems have been solved through 
the development of food safety policies and institutions, and who should take the 
responsibility for these problems.    
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Figure 4. Acute intestine infections rate from year 2000-2004 (Pārtikas Aprites 
Valsts Uzraudzības un Kontroles 2005.gada programma, 2005: 29 ) 
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5.3. System of determinants for food safety 
 
According to the State Food Circulation and Control programme for 2004, there are 
such determinants for food safety as: legislation; effective food circulation 
surveillance and control (up to date laboratorial control, monitoring, professional food 
inspectors, and dialog with consumers); animal and plant health; responsibilities of 
physical and juridical entities to provide safe products; compliance with requirements 
for safe production, personnel and other factors related to safe food production; 
training in relation to food hygiene; HACCP implementation; consumer information, 
information about choice options and food handling according to hygiene 
requirements, and dialog with FVS (figure 5). (Pārtikas Aprites Valsts Uzraudzības un 
Kontroles 2004.gada programma, 2004:7) 
 
LEGISLATION 
 
FOOD SAFETY 
FVS PROVIDED FOOD 
CIRCULATION SURVEILANCE 
PHYSICAL AND JURIDICAL 
ENTITIES INVOLVED IN 
FOOD CIRCULATION  
 
CONSUMERS 
ANIMAL, 
PLANT 
HEALTH 
Figure 5. Food safety factors (Pārtikas Aprites Valsts Uzraudzības un Kontroles 
2004.gada programma, 2004:7) 
 
Further, we explore how these factors are applied in the Latvian food safety system by 
looking at how policies and legislation have developed, and what actions are to 
implement them. 
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5.4. Development of Food/Food safety policies in Latvia 
 
It is laid down in the Constitution of the Republic of Latvia, paragraph 111, that the 
state protects human health. According to this, the Latvian Government has the 
responsibility to ensure as good a level of health for every citizen of the Republic of 
Latvia as is possible. Good health is not only a basic human right; it is as well a main 
condition for quality of life, individual and family well-being and society. (Ministry 
of welfare, Latvian food center, project for action plan for years 2002-2007) Human 
health is dependent on inborn (genetically), social, economical, environmental and 
lifestyle factors, but more and more the importance of healthy and safe food during 
the whole course of life is discussed as a factor as well. Food safety is one of the 
prerequisites for wholesome food. (Pamatnostādnes „Veselīgs uzturs 2003-2013”, 
2003:3-4) 
 
In 1992, the FAO and WHO International conference on Food/Nutrition took place in 
Rome, where the “World declaration and action plan on Food/Nutrition” was 
accepted. This was adopted by Latvia in the same year. A need for the development of 
a Food and Nutrition action plan was triggered by the Amsterdam treaty (1997), 
which stated that health factors related to food production, distribution and control 
need to be implemented in all EU Member State policies. (Latvijas pārtika un uzturs. 
Rīcības plāns 2002-2007 gadam) 
 
In 2000, at the WHO European Committee’s 50th session in Copenhagen, Latvia 
joined the resolution, “The impact of food and nutrition on public health. The case for 
a food and nutrition policy and an action plan for the European region of WHO 
2000–2005.”  This resolution requires participating countries to develop “National 
Food and Nutrition Action Plans” to improve public health through the collaboration 
of all governmental and nongovernmental organizations. (Latvijas pārtika un uzturs. 
Rīcības plāns 2002-2007 gadam) 
 
On March 6, 2001, the Cabinet of Ministers of the Republic of Latvia approved the 
Public Health Strategy. To achieve one of the objectives incorporated in this strategy, 
“Healthy lifestyle”, there was a need to develop and implement a “National Food and 
Nutrition Plan for Latvia”, which would include guarantees of wholesome food, food 
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safety and a sufficient quantity of qualitative food assurance strategy. (Latvijas pārtika 
un uzturs. Rīcības plāns 2002-2007 gadam) 
 
In 2001, the Latvian food center, in collaboration with the WHO and the Baltic-
Nordic food control project group, organized and coordinated development of the 
“Food and nutrition action plan for years 2002-2007” project, which later was named 
as “Statements “Healthy Nutrition for years 2003-2013””, according to the Ministry 
of Health, and approved by the Cabinet of Ministers in 2003. (Latvijas Pārtikas centrs. 
2001.gada pārskats, 2002:11) 
 
“At the Second Ministerial Conference on Environment and Health, which was held 
in Helsinki in June 1994 and represented by Latvian delegation, minister of 
environment and health committed themselves to the development of National 
Environmental Health Action Plans (NEHAPs) by 1997.NEHAP for Latvia was 
accepted conceptually with a common deed signed by State Ministers of Health and 
Environmental Protection on 16th of June, 1997.”(Environmental Health Action plan 
for Latvia, 1998:1) Within the NEHAP there were stated the main problems in the 
field of food and its effects on human health. One of the short term objectives of the 
Action plan was to decrease morbidity, mortality and invalidity from food poisoning. 
(Environmental Health Action plan for Latvia, 1998:3)   
 
The “Food Safety Strategy” was accepted by the Cabinet of Ministers of Latvia, April 
20, 2001. It was developed according to European Commission guidelines and the 
objective of this strategy was to demonstrate the Republic of Latvia’s preparedness to 
adapt EU legislation and to ensure effective control and collaboration among 
competent institutions. (Development of food and nutrition action plans in the Baltic 
countries, 2001:9) 
 
The Ministry of Agriculture’s “Action Strategy for years 2003-2005” was accepted in 
2003. The Ministry of Agriculture’s main objective for its action was, “…to develop 
and to put into effect state policy instruments for sustainable rural development, 
which is the prerequisite for the competitiveness of fields of agriculture, fishery and 
forestry; promotes health of the citizens of the Republic of Latvia, food safety and the 
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sustainable management of natural resources in the scope of competency of 
ministry.”(Zemkopības Ministrijas Darbības Stratēģija 2003-2005.gadam, 2003:3)   
 
One of the Ministry of Agriculture’s “Action Strategy for years 2003-2005” aims was 
to ensure safe, harmless and qualitative food within the Latvian internal market, and 
its distribution corresponding to consumer needs. This was brought in to force with 
the budget programme “Safe, harmless and qualitative food circulation”, which has 
three interconnected aims – to ensure professional and consequent surveillance over 
all establishments involved in food circulation, to provide consumers with safe, 
harmless and qualitative food; to prevent state territory from the outbreaks of animal 
origin diseases, therefore promoting safe and harmless raw materials for food 
production and to provide export potentialities of Latvian production; to ensure such 
important factors to increase economic efficiency of cattle breeding as animal health 
and welfare. (Zemkopības Ministrijas Darbības Stratēģija 2003-2005.gadam, 
2003:4,9) 
 
All of the documents mentioned above comprise goals in the field of food safety. The 
overall goal related to food safety is that the state should ensure food that is safe to 
consume by the citizens of Latvia. Therefore to fulfill and regulate this, adequate 
legislation was created.  
 
Main legislation 
After Latvia’s accession to the EU, food circulation and FVS surveillance has been 
regulated by both national and EU legislation. “According to the Food circulation 
surveillance and control program of Republic of Latvia for year 2005” and Ministry 
of Agriculture’s “Action Strategy for years 2003-2005”, the main legislative acts of 
the Republic of Latvia related to food circulation are: 
 
Laws 
• Food circulation and control law (19.02.1998.; amendments made13.12.2001., 
12.09.2002., 21.10.2004., 06.11.2003., 21.102004., 17.11.2005., 15.12.2005) The 
objective of this law is, “…to assure food circulation that is qualitative and safe 
for human health and environment, prevention of risk, promotion of trade and 
 61
protection of consumer rights. This law relates to all food circulation and all 
involved bodies.” (Latvijas Republikas Veselības Minsitrija) 
 
• Veterinary medicine law (26.04.2001.; amendments 13.12.2001., 
30.01.2003.12.06.2003., 01.04.2004., 28.10.2004.) The objective is, “…to 
regulate prevention and containment of animal infection diseases; veterinary 
medicine practice, circulation of products of animal origin, animal and animal 
origin products import and transit veterinary control un to lay down state and local 
authorities institutions, individuals rights and responsibilities in this field.” 
(Veterinārmedicīnas likums) 
 
• Animal protection law (9.12.1999; amendments, 06.12.2001., 27.12.2002., 
06.02.2003., 08.07.2003., 14.04.2005) This law states people’s rights and 
responsibilities in relation to animal protection. It is laid down in this law that, 
“…mankind’s ethical devoir is to ensure welfare and protection of all animals of 
all species, because each one of them is a value by itself.” (Dzīvnieku 
Aizsardzības likums) 
 
• Animal feed circulation law (26.09.2002; amendments 07.04.2004., 21.04.2005) 
Its objective is to ensure feed that is qualitative and harmless for animal and 
human health and life and the environment.” (Dzīvnieku Barības aprites likums) 
 
• Pharmacy law (10.04.1997; amendments 19.03.1998, 17.12.1998., 28.12.1999., 
01.06.2000., 14.06.2001., 07.01.2003., 16.04.2003., 15.12.2005) Regulates the 
field of veterinary drugs. (Farmācijas likums) 
 
Regulations issued by the Cabinet (of Ministers) 
• Nr. 112 “Food and Veterinary Department regulation” (12.03.2002.) 
• Nr. 269 “Standards of hygiene in food circulation” (08.04.2004.) 
• Nr. 127 “Process of registration and approval of food production establishments” 
(22.03.2003.) 
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European Parliament and Community Legislation 
Regulation (EC) N• o 178/2002 of the European Parliament and the Council of 
January 28 2002 
• commendations for food control coordinated programmes for year 
put into force January 1, 2006, but they will not be 
onsidered in this project.) 
. (Pārtikas Aprites Valsts Uzraudzības un 
ontroles 2005.gada programma, 2005:8). 
.5. Institutional development and change in the field of food safety 
 
.5.1. Previous system  
 
EC re
2005 
(*There have been approved changes related to food hygiene legislation that 
substantially change laws and regulations that regarding food circulation, both in the 
EU and Latvia. They are 
c
 
Since May 1, 2004, representatives from the Food and Veterinary Service take part 
the in development of the EU acquis, by participating in EC work groups. These 
groups provide possibilities for Latvian interests to be presented in the early stages of 
document creation and for Latvia to agree on compromises among experts and 
competent institutions from other countries
K
 
5
5
 
According to information provided by the FVS, from a historical point of view the 
first step towards change was that there was a need and desire for Latvian food 
producers to export their production; however, there were no institutions that provided 
control over theses establishments, communicated with the EU, or provided approval 
of these establishments. Therefore, in 1998, the State Veterinary Service was 
assigned, by the Cabinet of Ministers, as an institution to approve animal origin food 
production establishment standards for the export of goods to the EU. This was the 
first step to improve control over food production establishments in Latvia. At the 
same time institutions such as the Public Health Department, National Environment 
Protection Centre, Sanitary Inspection and the State Plant Health Protection 
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Department were already in existence, but collaboration among these institutions was 
food, 
nd a need for specification of the functions of the various ministries overseeing 
ore, on January 1, 2002, the FVS was established 
 Latvia in order to incorporate food surveillance across the whole food chain under 
 Ministry of 
elfare’s Sanitary Inspection, food circulation and state surveillance functions. 
duplication of functions, which further leads to inappropriate use of the state budget 
weak and there was an overlapping of functions. 
 
As stated in the “National Environmental Health Action Plan for Latvia”, there was a 
need for coordination of activities of the institutions involved in the handling of 
a
aspects of food control (Environmental Health Action Plan for Latvia, 1998:74). 
 
The European Commission approved the “White Paper on Food Safety” in 2000, 
which introduced the “farm to table” principle. It has been required to implement this 
principle in all EU countries. Theref
in
the competency of a single agency. 
 
As stated in the Ministry of Agriculture’s “Action Strategy for years 2003-2005”, the 
FVS was established in order to prevent overlapping of functions and surveillance 
fragmentation in the field of agriculture and over the food production chain.  
This therefore created better prerequisites for more effective surveillance and 
consumer safety in Latvia. The FVS was established by merging the Plant Production 
Quality State Control Service, Sanitary Border Inspection, and the
W
(Zemkopības Ministrijas darbības stratēģija 2003-2005.gadam, 2003:6) 
 
According to the report “Establishment of Unified State Surveillance Service”, the 
analysis of the structure and functions of the previous system showed a number of 
substantial deficiencies. Division of areas of responsibility was developed based on 
several parameters that were not practical; it hindered unified targeted management, 
and all-embracing state surveillance based on unified requirements for all food 
circulation establishments. The critical point in the previous surveillance system was 
the control of mixed type food production establishments, of which control was in 
many cases set as voluntary. Divided areas of responsibility were also an obstacle for 
operative and consolidated action in the case of crises; when, for instance, reasons for 
crises occur in one surveillance stage, symptoms in another. This also leads to the 
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and human resources. When the previous system was built, not enough attention was 
paid to the veterinary surveillance role in ensuring public health. (Ziņojums par 
ienota Pārtikas Aprites Valsts Uzraudzības Dienesta Izveidi, 2001:3).  
policy and strategy functions and overall operation generally 
stem till year 2002 
dopted from FVS unpublished materials)  
 
V
 
The main system changes were made within the level of policy implementation (the 
control level), but 
remained the same. 
F
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5.5.2. Current situation 
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Figure 7. Current Latvian State food safety system 
(adopted from FVS unpublished materials; Pārtikas Aprites Valsts Uzraudzības un 
Kontroles 2005.gada programma, 2005: 6) 
 
According to the “Food Circulation Surveillance and Control Program of Republic of 
Latvia for year 2005”, to provide citizens of Latvia with food that is safe to consume, 
to reduce number of foodborne illnesses, and to protect consumer rights to safe food, 
a system of coherent and consistent actions for food control and surveillance through 
participation of state institutions such as Ministry of Agriculture, Ministry of 
Economics and Ministry of Health has been developed. These ministries are 
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subordinated under the Parliament, the Cabinet of Ministers, and the Food Council of 
the Republic of Latvia. (Pārtikas Aprites Valsts Uzraudzības un Kontroles 2005.gada 
programma, 2005:6) A brief description of these ministries follows: 
 
The Food Council, as described in the “Law of Food Circulation and Control”, is 
approved by the Cabinet of Ministers and it coordinates and consults food circulation 
and surveillance policy making in the Republic of Latvia. Food Council members are 
representatives of ministries. There are also advisors that include members of such 
institutions as consumer rights protection organizations, food producer and distributor 
associations and federations, science and education organizations, and NGOs dealing 
with food safety issues. (Pārtikas Aprites Valsts Uzraudzības un Kontroles 2005.gada 
programma, 2005:6; Safer Food in enlarged Europe…, 2005:49) 
 
Within the responsibilities of the Ministry of Health is the development of laws and 
regulations related to food which regulate general food harmlessness requirements 
(Ministry of Health Web page). The Ministry of Agriculture develops food control 
policies. The Ministry of Economy’s role is related to food labelling. (Pārtikas Aprites 
Valsts Uzraudzības un Kontroles 2005.gada programma, 2005:6) 
 
The Food Center is a structural unit of the Food and Veterinary Service of the Latvian 
Ministry of Agriculture, which was established as a result of Latvian Food Center 
reform. This reform occurred under the supervision of the Ministry of Health until the 
end of 2005. (PVD: Pārtikas centrs)  
 
Before the end of 2005, the Food Center was a structural unit of the Ministry of 
Welfare and its main tasks and functions were those such as harmonization of EU 
legislative acts regarding food safety and nutrition, scientific and methodological 
consultation in relation to new foodborne diseases and risk factor analysis, 
development of legislative acts and other manuscript projects related to food safety 
and quality, food circulation and nutrition policy development ; analysis of the 
information on state food circulation and control provided by responsible institutions, 
food production establishment and consumer information, coordination of the 
development of food circulation control and surveillance methods and their 
implementation, education of food control inspectors, development of a food 
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establishment register, collaboration with international organizations, and the review 
of complaints about food control and distribution of unsafe food. (Latvijas Pārtikas 
centrs. 2001.gada pārskats, 2002:11; Pamatnostādnes „Veselīgs uzturs 2003-2013”, 
2003:14) 
 
The State Sanitary Inspection controls drinking water quality, which is provided from 
water supply systems. (Pamatnostādnes „Veselīgs uzturs 2003-2013”, 2003:14) 
 
FVS state food circulation surveillance system 
According to the “Food Circulation Surveillance and Control Program of Republic of 
Latvia for year 2005”; “Harmlessness of food and consumer health safety is one of the 
main objectives of state food circulation surveillance. To achieve this objective the 
Food and Veterinary Service – state food surveillance performer, develops up-to-date 
surveillance systems, which correspond to Latvian conditions and the norms of the 
EU and to which administrative capacity and resources are being efficiently employed 
by Service management and regulation actions in compliance with requirements laid 
down in national legislation.” The state food circulation surveillance system is defined 
as, “…a body of interrelated structures, officials, physical and juridical entities and 
their actions, and it is developed, coordinated, and administrated by the Food and 
Veterinary Service to carry out state food control surveillance policy by effective and 
rational use of the acquis; management, finance, personnel and technical resources 
and corresponding to Latvian conditions and norms of the EU.” (Pārtikas Aprites 
Valsts Uzraudzības un Kontroles 2005.gada programma, 2005:10). 
 
Food and Veterinary Service 
Food control policies are developed and supervised by the Ministry of Agriculture, 
and their objectives are carried out by the Food and Veterinary Service (FVS). The 
Ministry of Agriculture plans, organizes, and co-ordinates the official surveillance and 
control of food in compliance with requirements laid down in national legislation. 
(Pārtikas Aprites Valsts Uzraudzības un Kontroles 2005.gada programma, 2005:6) 
The FVS ensures the internationally recognized public food surveillance principle 
“from the farm to the table” (PVD: Par mums. Vēsture)  
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Food and Veterinary Service functions according to national legislation acts are as 
follows (PVD, 2005): 
• Food circulation official surveillance: by controlling food throughout the food 
chain to provide safe food to the consumers all over the country.  
 
• Sate veterinary surveillance: by organizing and performing state veterinary 
surveillance activities – promoting and achieving compliance with animal health 
and welfare rules, drafting and maintaining the system of control and prevention 
system of infectious diseases common both for animals and humans. 
 
• Sanitary border control: promotes the control of goods on the outer borders of 
the EU; Sanitary Border Inspection prevents the import of products hazardous to 
life and health of the consumers and environment, thus precluding the introduction 
and spread of plant, animal and human diseases in Latvia and other Member 
States of the EU. 
 
• Laboratory testing: within the framework of state and veterinary surveillance. 
 
The structure of the FVS consists of a central office, made up of multiple 
departments. The central office administers and coordinates the implementation of 
state delegated functions. The central office includes administration, the Food 
Surveillance Department, the Veterinary Surveillance Department, the Information 
Technology Department, the Quality Department, the Research Department and the 
Internal Control Division. (Pārtikas Aprites Valsts Uzraudzības un Kontroles 
2005.gada programma, 2005:11)  
 
There are also structural units within the FVS, and these are the Territorial Structural 
Units (district offices) that provide state food surveillance in the regions under 
supervision of the Food Surveillance Department. The State Veterinary Medicine 
Diagnostic Centre provides laboratory investigations and the FVS Sanitary Border 
Inspection provides food import, transit, and export control on Latvia’s borders. 
(Pārtikas Aprites Valsts Uzraudzības un Kontroles 2005.gada programma, 2005:11) 
The State Veterinary Medicine Diagnostic Centre provides laboratory investigations 
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and FVS Sanitary border inspection provides food import, transit and export control 
on the country’s borders. (Pārtikas Aprites Valsts Uzraudzības un Kontroles 
005.gada programma, 2005:11) 2
 
 
igure 8. Structure of FVS (Ministry of Agriculture)  
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The main body that provides official food circulation control over the whole territory 
of Latvia is the Food Surveillance Department, which is a structural unit of the Food 
and Veterinary Service of Ministry of Agriculture. It performs official surveillance 
along all links of the food chain, and controls compliance with regard to requirements 
placed upon food establishments, food production processing and food 
w
 
For a better understanding of official surveillance, a more in depth description of the 
action lines of this department, which includes animal origin food production 
surveillance, plant products, beverages and organic farming surveillance, food 
distribution surveillance, international trade surveillance, r
in
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With respect to animal origin food production and plant products and beverages and 
organic farming surveillance, the department’s mission is to provide official 
surveillance and control over production establishments of these products. They 
further secure placement for these products within the market of safe food, thus 
creating conditions for increasing the competitiveness of locally produced food in 
internal and international markets. Official surveillance and control is also provided 
over food distribution establishments, thereby securing safe food in trade and catering 
establishments, decreasing foodborne diseases, protecting consumer rights, and 
regulating the internal market. By performing international trade surveillance, the 
departments’ mission is to provide control and certification of animal origin products 
for export, within the country, and to encourage collaboration among competent 
foreign authorities and liaison institutions. (PVD, 2005)  
 
With respect to risk management, there is a coordinated effort to oversee a unified 
laboratory monitoring programme, to provided an optimum choice of risk 
management elements in case of food contamination. The department is also 
responsible for securing effective functioning of the “EU Food and Animal Feed 
Rapid Alert System” on the local level. Within the scope of its functions, the 
department’s mission is to implement international projects, cooperate with 
government agencies, producer groups, nongovernmental organizations, and other EU 
Member States and third countries, in order to enact food surveillance policies. (PVD, 
2005) 
 
“Officials of FVS work with players engaged in food circulation not only on 
controlling but also advising and training basis. This interaction improves the 
production, processing and distribution process, as well as safety, quality and 
competitiveness of food products” (PVD, 2005)   
 
FVS control methods 
To carry out the above mentioned actions, there is a developed set of methods for 
food circulation control. The FVS performs registration and approval of food 
production establishments according to national legislation, and also carries out 
planned and extracurricular controls. Extracurricular controls are carried out in the 
case of consumer complains or other unplanned situations as well as laboratory 
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investigations. FVS sanctions, according to the legislation of the Republic of Latvia, 
are fines, confiscation or containment of goods, and the warning or closing down of 
establishments. (Pārtikas Aprites Valsts Uzraudzības un Kontroles 2005.gada 
programma, 2005:17) 
 
FVS Linkage with society  
For consumers, it is of great importance to them whether the food they consume is 
safe or not. Therefore, it is essential for the FVS to make a linkage with society to 
inform and educate consumers, thereby diminishing cases of food poisoning, avoiding 
rumours, and preventing a lack of knowledge about state food surveillance. (Pārtikas 
un Vetrinārā Dienesta 2004.gada publiskais pārskats, 2005:73) 
 
This is done by regularly informing society through national and regional mass media 
about issues related to food and veterinary fields. Another way of informing society is 
by publishing different informative brochures; for example, in 2005 there was an 
informative brochure about food additives. The FVS home page, www.pvd.gov.lv, 
has a large role in communicating information to the public since it is possible for 
every visitor to this site to ask questions about issues they are interested in or 
concerned about. (Pārtikas un Vetrinārā Dienesta 2004.gada publiskais pārskats, 
2005:73). 
 
According the Ministry of Health, due to a lack of financial resources, there has been 
no research done about whether consumers feel confident and safe about the food they 
consume, or if they know how to properly handle food.  
 
According to FVS information, there has been a survey carried out about citizens’ 
trust of the FVS, which could be indirectly taken as some kind of indicator about 
consumer confidence in consumed food – whether or not they trust and believe that 
the main regulatory body that provides control over food within the entire food chain 
works properly, and whether or not they are confident that the food they will consume 
is safe. There is also a need for information regarding how to handle food when it is 
“out of traditional control”. The results of this survey showed that during last three 
years, more than half of the citizens of Latvia (around 54%) have trusted/trust FVS, 
around 30% do not trust the FVS, and the rest do not have an opinion.  
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 According to FVS information, these results compared to other state institutions, 
taking into consideration that there is a tendency among citizens of Latvia “not to trust 
to state institutions”, are positive. (Pārtikas un Vetrinārā Dienesta 2004.gada 
publiskais pārskats, 2005:73) 
 
Non-Governmental Organizations 
In order to inform food producers, retailers, traders and others involved in food 
circulation the FVS collaborates with NGOs and public organizations. As an example, 
such organizations as the Council of Agriculture Organizations (LSOP), Latvian 
Agriculture Consultation Center (LLKC), Latvian Association of Veterinarians 
(LVB), Latvian Traders Association, Latvian Federation of Food Enterprises and 
others should be mentioned. The Latvian Trade Association (LTA), was established in 
April 1994, and consists of more than 1000 entrepreneurs engaged in trading, catering 
and provision of services. The goal of the LTA is to strengthen and encourage the 
development of its members’ business. The rights of the LTA’s members are to have 
professional explanations and advice from specialists about the implementation of 
laws in practice, and any other essential and actual issues connected with trade. 
(Pārtikas un Vetrinārā Dienesta 2004.gada publiskais pārskats, 2005:74; Latvia 
Traders Association) 
 
 Another example is the Latvian Federation of Food Enterprises, which consists of 
enterprises that, “…occupy more than 60% of the total food market of the Republic of 
Latvia - those are industry unions and groups, 37 large and quite a number of small 
and medium sized enterprises. It is a union that represents the interests of Latvian 
food producers at home and within the European Union and is the place where 
producers of food and beverages can obtain useful information for further 
development of the sphere of activities they are engaged into, as well as make 
themselves familiar with the state of affairs regarding the current situation in the food 
and beverage industry in Latvia and other European countries.” (Latvijas Pārtikas 
uzņēmumu federācija)  
 
In order to protect consumers rights, consumer clubs and societies from all over 
Latvia united to form the Latvia National Association for Consumer Protections 
 73
(PIAA) in March 1999, which is an independent non-governmental umbrella-
organization working to protect and extend consumer rights in Latvia. It has become 
the most important national representative organization of consumer interests. It 
consists of 12 regional member organizations, therefore providing the best service for 
smaller regional groups by joining forces to influence the consumer policy of the 
country and to develop instruments for consumer information, education, and advice. 
These member organizations, as stated by PIAA, “…are independent legal entities 
that are operating as complaints-handling and campaigning agencies, carrying out 
small investigative studies, representing consumers on consultative bodies and 
working with the government institutions (in relation to food – Food council) on 
legislation, and education and information programmes and internationally PIAA 
Since 2004 Association is a member of European Consumer Organisation BEUC. 
There is much goodwill and practical co-operation between the government sector 
and the voluntary organisations.” (Latvian National Association for Consumers 
Protection)  
 
PIAA, “…informs society about consumer protection on different mass media. 
Association provides legal advice to consumers in case their rights have been 
violated.” (Latvian National Association for Consumers Protection) 
 
Almost all organizations mentioned above have representatives in the Food Council, 
which, as previously mentioned, provides consultation about and coordinates food 
circulation and surveillance policy making in the Republic of Latvia.   
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6. “How has the Latvian food safety system evolved since 1999 and how has 
institutional influence from the WHO and EU affected this process?” A 
Discussion. 
 
In this section, we discuss the information provided previously in a cumulative 
context and with a critical view. It is in this section of the report that we critically 
discuss the other sections in combination, in order to form conclusions and ultimately 
answer the question put forth in our problem formulation. We further go on to discuss 
what might have happened to the Latvian food safety system if EU accession was not 
a factor. It is here that we consider the social and non-governmental forces that play a 
part in shaping governance. 
 
We begin with discussing food safety insurance, what it means, and the Latvian 
approach to it. Next, we examine the evolution of the Latvian food safety system and 
what that particular process can tell us about the system, its driving forces, and the 
influences put upon it by outside actors. We further move to a discussion of the 
evolution of the food safety system in Latvia and what that means in context to 
environmental health/wicked problems policy and system creation. Finally, we 
discuss what we see as the major challenges still to be met in the Latvian food safety 
system.  
 
In addition to these factual discussions, we add a discussion of how the situation 
might be/have been different if EU membership had not been a factor.  
  
6.1.Food Safety Insurance and the Latvian approach 
 
Food safety insurance, in a real life context, means ensuring the safety of humans as 
food is prepared and consumed. In short, it is to insure that no harm will come to 
humans when handling or ingesting food. Ensuring food safety is the main goal for 
food safety systems. This is not an easy task, as contamination and other challenges 
can occur at any stage of the food chain. This is why careful attention should be paid 
to food safety throughout all stages of the food chain, including production and 
handling of food after harvesting. The approach to food safety that best accounts for 
 75
and assesses these potential dangers is the farm to table approach, as it is holistic and 
follows food from initial food growth to consumption.  
 
For food safety to be insured, all parties that take part in the food chain must 
collaborate to mutually accept responsibility for what happens in the chain, as well as 
working collaboratively to establish mutual norms and goals. Just as the food chain 
involves collective actions by producers, controllers, and individuals as well as other 
actors, so too must the insurance system hold all involved parties responsible if 
insurance is to be achieved. 
 
In the Latvian system, the farm to table approach is valued. There is a particular 
emphasis on creating appropriate legislation and surveillance methods to secure the 
insurance of food safety. Surveillance is carried out over the entire food chain, by a 
specialised institution created for this purpose, including surveillance of animal and 
plant health. Private and corporate actors must take responsibility for their actions in 
providing safe products. Within the system, consumers are to be informed of food 
options, handling practices, and hygiene requirements to ensure their own safety. The 
system is outlined in major policy documents, such as the NEHAP, the Food and 
Nutrition Action Plan for Latvia, the Food Safety Strategy, and the Ministry of 
Agriculture’s Action Strategy.  Legislation regarding food safety is created with food 
safety insurance in mind as the primary goal, and since the Latvian constitution 
requires that the state ensure citizens’ health to the highest degree possible, there is a 
strong emphasis on achieving this goal. 
 
There is no such thing as a perfect system; however, we find many positive points in 
the Latvian system of food safety insurance. The first of these is the goal oriented 
legislation that applies to the entire food chain. The specific purpose of the legislation 
is kept in mind during the creation process and is then well established in the 
language of the laws. This is positive because the law is specific and not amorphous. 
Sub-regulations become even more specific, regulating detailed aspects of control 
over specific foods and their production. While amorphous policies leave room for 
misinterpretation, specific legislation clarifies its objectives and norms.  
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Another positive aspect of the Latvian system is that the control system encompasses 
the entire food chain, and the regulatory body has been created with this holistic 
approach in mind. This is positive because the entire food chain is taken into account 
and all stages monitored. Every link in the chain is taken to be as important as every 
other link. This should insure that no single aspect is forgotten. 
 
The emphasis on all actors taking responsibility for their actions in the system is a 
third positive point. The system is integrated, and this encourages cooperation of all 
actors and a mutual benefit for adhering to the food safety system and insuring food 
safety collectively. 
 
Alternatively, there are also some negative aspects of the Latvian system that should 
also be acknowledged. These are chiefly the breakdown of information between 
producers/authorities and consumers, and the appearance of a lack of a single central 
policy governing food safety in Latvia. These problematic aspects of the system will 
be discussed further in the fourth discussion section concerning major challenges to 
the current food safety system.  
 
Sub-conclusion: From 1999 to 2005, the Latvian food safety system evolved in such a 
way as to improve efficiency and effectiveness. Evidence of this includes the creation 
of goal oriented legislation, the establishment of a competent authority that provides 
control over the entire food chain, and the collaboration of all actors involved in the 
food production chain process. While there are some negative aspects of the system, 
there are many more positive aspects overall. 
 
 
6.2.The Evolution of the Food Safety System in Latvia and its Driving Forces 
 
Many of the actions that contributed greatly to the evolution of the Latvian system, 
leading to its current state, occurred around the year 2000.  Latvia’s NEHAP was 
previously developed in 1997, and stated the need for coordination of the different 
institutions involved in food safety and food control. The NEHAP essentially outlined 
the problems in the field of food safety. One of these was insufficient control over 
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food surveillance. National authorities also recognized problems regarding food 
surveillance and control in 2000-2001. Specifically recognized were the overlapping 
of functions and surveillance fragmentation in agriculture and food production chains.  
 
In 2000, the EU White Paper on Food Safety was approved. This required the 
implementation of the farm to table principle in all Member States and candidate 
countries. In response to all of these actions from 1997 to 2001, the Food and 
Veterinary Service was created in Latvia in 2002.  
 
These changes came at a time when Latvia was looking to change its food safety 
system from the previous Soviet Union dominated policy. This time period coincided 
with Latvia’s accession period to the EU. Therefore, Latvia was a candidate country 
looking to change its system and at the same time trying to adopt the EU acquis. This 
is why we consider the EU a major driving force behind the evolution of the current 
system. By having to adopt the EU norms and standards, the current Latvian food 
safety system has strong EU overtones. While it is true that Latvia was looking to 
change its system on its own, the changes that occurred were largely the result of the 
EU accession process.  
 
This correlates with two out of the three major EU influence factors named by Grabbe 
in her 2001 article. The two common features of the empirical data and the literature 
are that during the transition period for the CEE states, the states were particularly 
open to EU influence and that this time period was concurrent with the accession 
process whereby the candidate countries were made to adopt EU norms without 
question. In relation to Grabbe’s other point about the time period given to CEE states 
to adopt the EU acquis being shorter than in previous accession terms, we have found 
in the empirical data that this time period was insufficient to make comfortable 
transitions from old methods to new. Although EU norms were adopted into the 
national legislature, practical adoption of the norms proved more difficult. Particularly 
in the case of food production establishment compliance to EU standards, where 
although the transition was managed in the time period allowed it was problematic 
and hectic.  
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Additionally, EU economic incentives, such as greater opportunity for trade, created a 
strong motivation for Latvia to adapt its system to EU norms. By adopting a system 
that recognized EU norms, Latvia became more competitive in the European market 
as Latvia could then export its goods to all EU Member States. Latvia has since 
experienced a rise in food products exports to EU and other countries. (Zvejnieks and 
Karklins, 2006: 35) Food production establishments have become more competitive 
through the process of adopting and meeting EU standards.  In a recent press release 
from the EU, it is stated that by adopting the acquis, new Member States are now 
experiencing a growth in business opportunities. Trade, import and export, has 
become 93% of the gross domestic product (GDP) for new Member States on average 
since the adoption of the acquis.  (EUROPA Rapid Press Releases) 
 
 Sub-conclusion: Although Latvian national authorities realized a need to change their 
systems of operation, the main driving force behind the reformation of the food safety 
system was the EU accession process. Through this process, the current Latvian 
system was formed through the application of existing EU law and practice. On of the 
most noticeable aspects of this is the use of the whole food chain approach in the 
current Latvian system. Additionally, EU incentives such as greater trade 
opportunities made the adoption of the acquis more attractive. Since adopting the 
acquis, Latvian food exports have grown not only to EU countries but to other 
countries as well.  
 
With regard to the WHO, it seems that the NEHAP was a driving force in recognizing 
a need for change; however, it was EU policies and requirements that drove the actual 
changes to take place.  
 
6.3.The Evolution of the Food Safety System in Latvia in Relation to Wicked 
Problems 
 
One of the challenges posed by wicked problems is creating systems to manage them. 
Here we look at Latvia’s food safety insurance system in this respect. In this case, the 
strategy employed to cope with the problem is collaborative. This collaboration is a 
joint effort of stakeholders that seek to commonly define the problem and then to find 
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realistic solutions to it. As such, when creating food safety policy in Latvia, all 
stakeholder opinions are taken into account, from the scientific to the non-scientific 
and governmental. Policy norms are agreed upon by all involved.   
 
 The overall evolution of the Latvian food safety system serves as an example that 
change is accepted as a normal process. As new developments arise, the system is 
able to cope with them and incorporate them.  This is particularly important given that 
many cause and effect relationships, such as long term effects of exposure to 
contaminants, are as yet unknown. As more information becomes available, the 
system will need to continue to be able to adapt. 
 
The food safety insurance system appears to be a system that tries to tame a wicked 
problem. Control and surveillance is provided over the whole food chain, however, 
there is particular attention paid to specific stages of the food chain, which can be 
seen as an effort to separate a wicked problem into parts that are easier to manage. In 
effect, it is a way to manage fairly tame individual problems that together comprise a 
wicked problem.   
 
Sub-conclusion: The Latvian system uses a collaborative strategy for insuring food 
safety.  The system is flexible enough to deal with changes as they occur and there is 
a concerted effort by stakeholders to work together. By focussing on specific stages of 
the food chain, there is an effort to address tame problems individually instead of the 
wicked problem on the whole. 
 
6.4.Major challenges Facing the Current Latvian Food Safety System  
 
As mentioned in the first section of discussion, there appear to be two major problems 
with the current system in Latvia. The first is that there is a breakdown of information 
between information providers, such as producers and authorities, and consumers. 
The second is that there does not seem to be a single central policy governing food 
safety in Latvia. 
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Under the current system, the consumer is supposed to be provided with ample 
information on which to secure their own safety when preparing or consuming food. 
However, it appears that there is a flaw in this process. As an indicator, we consider 
the rate of food-borne illnesses caused by inappropriate food handling at home. 
Although there is an effort to inform consumers of safe handling practices, the 
incidence of these illnesses is high enough to warrant scrutiny of the communication 
network between the system’s information providers and receivers. Clearly, at some 
point in this communication system, there is a flaw.  
 
There is as of yet no state sponsored research into how comfortable consumers feel 
with the current system of information flow. Public information is conveyed through 
mass media tools and the internet, however, there is no indication if consumers feel 
that this access to information is satisfactory or to how wide a group of consumers 
this information is actually reaching. However, there does not appear to be a great 
public outcry over the situation, which may indicate a lack of public awareness and 
understanding.  
 
Regarding a single central food safety policy, it appears that there is no such 
convention as yet and that the policy is in fact described throughout various sources 
that taken together create the policy overall. Taken together, these publications 
encompass the greater policy goals as well. Diffusion of the policy creates an 
overlapping effect between regulatory actors. This may also contribute to the lack of 
public awareness as there is no central reference, and finding comprehensive 
information requires consulting a variety of sources.   
 
Sub-conclusion: There is a breakdown in the dialogue between consumers and the 
other actors involved in the system. In addition, there is no single central policy 
governing food safety. The policy is instead represented in parts through various 
works of legislation and regulation.  
 
6.4.A system without EU membership 
 
In this discussion, we concentrate on the pressures for change outside of the EU. This 
encompasses NGOs and social reaction. We first discuss these non-governmental 
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factors, and then move to hypothesize how the system could have evolved taking 
these factors into account. Further we discuss how the hypothesized system might 
have differed from the current system in place in Latvia, and the positive and negative 
aspects of each.  
 
In relation to NGOs, it is frequently seen in Latvia that these organizations generally 
represent food producers and traders rather than consumers. This can be seen as 
positive since through this process they take part in policy making and are informed 
about changes in legislation. Therefore, NGOs can represent and defend their interests 
in the process of policy making. On the other hand, it appears that consumers are left 
outside the process of policy making. Even though there are some NGOs that 
represent consumer interests, this seems insufficient and it appears that the state, 
together with food producers and experts, are seen as having a better idea of what is 
best for the consumer.  
 
It is stated in the constitution of Latvia that the state has to protect human health, and 
therefore ensure food safety. It seems that in Latvia, in general, people think that 
government has to ensure food safety but they do not really take part in policy 
making. In effect, the public’s perception is that their obligation ends at the moment 
they go to elections and vote for the candidates they feel will best represent them. 
There is no active public participation in the field of food safety policy making 
through grass routes efforts or NGO actions to speak of. So while it is true that a 
population can push its government to act on its behalf through public debate, in 
Latvia this is not the case as the government is expected to act in the public interest in 
accordance with the power entrusted to it. 
 
If we consider these factors, in addition to the fact that there was an internal 
governmental realisation of a need to change the food safety system, we have a 
picture of the influencing factors upon the food safety system without EU 
involvement. This leads us to ask, if there was no EU involvement in terms of 
accession and membership, how would the system have evolved?  
 
In terms of exports, there would have been a need to reform systems in such a way as 
to make food exports possible to other countries. If Latvia had not been a candidate 
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state for EU membership, Latvia would have still needed to reform their system in 
such a way as to enable exports to EU Member States, thus meeting basic EU 
standards for imports to those countries. This would mean adopting some facets of EU 
regulations, however, this would not mean adopting the entire acquis. Furthermore, 
since not all of the food producers in Latvia export their products outside the EU, 
adoption to EU standards would not apply to all producers.      
 
Had EU membership not been a driving force behind reformation, changes would 
have occurred at a slower pace. The need for change was recognized, but the speed 
for making changes could have been different had the EU timetable for membership 
not applied. As there was no great public outcry for change and no deliberate NGO 
action to encourage change, it seems that quick reformation would not have been 
encouraged.  
 
Sub-conclusion: Without EU accession and membership as driving forces for change, 
there was an internally recognized need for change within Latvia. However, without 
the EU timetable for making these changes, reformation may have occurred more 
slowly. As there have not been large social or NGO actions regarding food safety, 
there does not seem to be a driving force for change with regard to the population of 
Latvia. Rather, it is the government that acts and the population that accepts those 
actions.  
 
Even without accession, some EU norms may have been adopted to make greater food 
exports possible. 
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7. Conclusions 
 
Before stating the main conclusion of this project report, we will first review the main 
points of our sub-conclusions from the discussion chapter of the report.  
 
In those sub-conclusions, we found that the evolution of the food safety system in 
Latvia has occurred in such a way as to improve efficiency and effectiveness, and that 
there is a great deal of evidentiary support for this. The system is not perfect, 
however, it works well. The main driving force behind the changes occurring in the 
system from 1999-2005 was the EU and the EU accession process. Regarding wicked 
problems, a collaborative strategy is used to address them to the highest degree 
possible in the food safety system. The current challenges facing the system are a 
breakdown in communication between consumers and other system actors and the 
lack of a consolidated central policy. Without EU membership as a driving force, 
there was a recognized need in Latvia for changes to be made. However, without the 
social or NGO actions, the timetable for these changes is unknown as the government 
would be the sole actor and could makes changes as it saw fit. Some EU norms may 
have been adopted, however, in order to increase food exports. 
 
It is important to note that our project was limited by the fact that much of our 
empirical data was obtained from official sources such as government documents. 
This means that although we have collected and reviewed a large amount of 
information throughout the scope of this project, the information available to us may 
lack aspects of self-criticism. While we attempted to find organizations such as NGOs 
that monitor the food safety system in Latvia, to obtain a secondary point of view, we 
were unable to find this information. After an extensive search, it appears that there 
are no such NGOs in Latvia that monitor food safety. Although there are some media 
articles in existence that discuss specific food safety problems, these articles too lack 
a critical point of view and any analytical value. Therefore, we proceeded throughout 
the project with the official documentation acquired, keeping in mind its limitations. 
 
In answering our problem formulation, “How has the Latvian food safety system 
evolved since 1999 and how has institutional influence from the WHO and EU 
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affected this process?” we have found that the system has evolved in such a way as to 
increase efficiency and effectiveness of food circulation surveillance and control. The 
system has evolved to incorporate a holistic approach and cooperation between 
stakeholders in order to achieve the main goal of food safety insurance. Additionally, 
while Latvia is a Member State of both the EU and WHO, it is the EU that is the 
driving force behind the system’s reformation. This is largely due to the EU accession 
process and the requirement for Latvia to meet EU norms and standards, a 
requirement not imposed on Latvia by the WHO to attain membership.   
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